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truth wherever it might be founds and to emhrace 
it when found; wedded to no system, and anxious 
rather to be led by prophecy than to lead it; I 
ventured to publish a Dissertation on a much 
celebrated period, differing in many essential points 
from the schemes advanced by my predecessors. 
From a wish that the subjeft might be thoroughly 
Mfted, I occasionally noticed the writings of my 
contemporaries; and I grieve to find, that, most 
undesignedly on my part, I appear to have given 
no small oflPence, if not to others, yet to Mr. 
Whitaker. He has answered me perhaps not quite 
in that " pure spirit of brotherly love" which he 
professes,* yet I nevertheless rejoice that he has 
answered me. No one has courted discussion inore 
than myself, and no one deprecates it less. 

The result of Mr. Whitaker's stji£lures . he 
supposes to be this : that, like the instantaneous 
operation of a magician's wand, they cause the 
whole of my extensive structure to fall to the ground 
in undistinguished ruin; and that my Work must 
henceforth be numbered amongst those ephemeral 
theories, which, unlike his own sober however little 
novel interpretation, flash numerously like ignes 
fattii in our present loaded hemisphere, and serve 
only to envelope the whole subje6): in confusiomt 

* Mr. Whitaker says, that he is obliged to me for the 
very favourable manner in which I have, in several places, 
expressed myself on his Commentary; and he acknowledges, 
that, where I have differed from him, he has not the least 
reason to complain of the terms in which my opinion is given. 
1 wish that it was in my power to return this compliment 
with any degree of truth. 

\ Whitaker's Letter to Dr. Ogilvie, p. 59, 67, 81. 

What 
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. What may be the future fate of my Work, neither 
Mr. Whitaker nor myself can tell. My humble 
desire is to leave it in the hands of God; and my 
hearty prayer is, that, if it be likely to promote his 
glory, he will deign to accept and preserve it as an 
instrument ; but that, if it be calculated only to 
disseminate error, it may speedily sink into peaceful 
oblivion. Mr. Whitaker's own Work on the 
Apocalypse I hope will not be an epbemeron. I 
consider it as one of the best dissuasives from Popery 
that ever was written, and particularly calculated 
to be useful in the present times, when that apostate 
religion begins once more to rear its head ia 
England^ and when its wretched high*priest is 
become the mere tool of an implacable tyrant. And 
this I believe to be the chief value of his work. 

According to Mr. Whitaker, my unfortunate 
Dissertation is indeed a most formidably mischievous 
produ6);ion. In the height of his zeal tor discover- 
ing tbe Pope in almost every symbol connefled 
with tbe latter and the last days, and in a tone of 
infallibility little less than papal, he pronounces 
that my Work is full of the grossest transgressions 
both of chronology and geography ; and that those 
unhappy persons, whom its dangerous sophisms 
induce to trample down these two barriers of 
prophecy, **must wander into the wide and ever 
•* varying plains of fancy and the dark and decli- 
^ ning lanes of error, where they can colled); 
'* nought but disappointment, discouragement and 
" at length despair."* This whole-length portrait 

1 ♦ Letter, p. 81, 

of 
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of my Dissertation is doubtless ▼cry higUy eokmr* 
ed: but I am willing to hope, that it is more Beaiijr 
allied to that ingenious mode of paindng Qsmlli^ 
denominated airiro/vr^, than to any other. If I 
have disappointed my readers, I fear the disappoiii|» 
ment will be most lamentably general, inasmochas 
my bookseller informs me that nearly the whole of 
a very large edition has already been soM: and, 
with regard to my having so far discouraged tbem 
as to drive them to despair, I will not, indeed 
venture positively to affirm that none of them havn 
experienced these very disagreeable effieds from the 
perusal of my book; but /£ufs I can say witha sail 
conscience, that I have at least not yet beard that 
any such truly deplorable consequences have 
lenilted from it. 

Mr.- Whitaker says, that my system is not only 
so weakly founded, but so contrary to many deda- 
rations €A sacred writers, that he cannot but thinly 
that, when its inconsistency with them is pointed 
cut, the candour of wj own mind, and my love of 
truth, will lead me to give it up as untenable,* 
All this / am very ready to do, so soon as Mr. 
Whitaker shall have performed bis part: but tbmt 
as yet remains to be done; and, though I presume 
not to say that my system is impregnable, I scruple 
not to assert, that no arguments, which he ha$ 
bitberto brought forward against it, can much 
endanger its safety • It is time however that I begin 
to come to the point. 

* Letter^ p,36,37, 

1. What 
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1 • What we have iSrst to discuss is, Whether tbe 
papal power be tbe Antichrist mentioned by St. 
John*. Mr. Whitaker^s translation of the passage, 
wKerein his charafter is described, is I believe, more 
striftly accurate than our common version: but 
the passage in question may, I think, be rendered 
yet more accurately; as thus, " Who is tbe liRr, 
" but he th^t denieth that Jesus is the Christ? 
" This (notorious liar) is the Antichrist who denieth 
'' the Father and the Son*'t. But what does Mr. 
Whitaker gain by this alteration, which (as he justly 
observes) the Greek pronoun here used requires? 
It appears to me, I must confess, to leave matters 
just as it found tliem t for how does the new version 
prove the Papacy to be tbe great Antichrist any 
more than the old one ? The statement of the whole 
question is simply this. St. John assures his 
disciples, that, at the very moment when he was 
writing, there were many Antichrists already in the 
Vorld J : and he afterwards speaks singularly of one 
Antichrist, whom by way of eminence he styles tbe 
liar J and whose leading chara6leristic should be a 
denial of tbe Father and tbe Son\\. Here then we 
have many a?iticbrists and tbe Antichrist: and 
the former are declared to be contemporary 
with the Apostle. Now we know, that, when St. 
John lived, there was not in existence any embodied 
power, either the papal or any other power, that 
could in its corporate capacity be styled tbe Anti* 
cbrist. Hence we may conclude, that his 
contemporaries, tbe many antichrists^ were detached 
individuals professing some chara6);eristic opinion 

• Letter, p. 2. + T John, ii. 22. % ver. 18. || ver. 22. 
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anlicbrisfs were men animated by the spirit of the 
Antichrist or the liar, which we are unequivocally 
told is a denial of the Son and thence by implica- 
tion a denial of the Father also. Accordingly 
St. Paul, St. Peter, and St. Jude, all concur in 
asserting,' that men, possessed by such a spirit as 
St. John calls the spirit of the Antichrist^ even 
the very spirit which we have seen embodied in 
these last days, had at that early period insinuated 
themselves into the Church*. How then, " in the 
names of truth and common sense" (to adopt one 
of Mr. Whitaker's phrases), can any thing that St. 
John here says prove the Pope to be the Antichrist^ 
namely the Antichrist whose spirit was then in the 
world ? Yet does Mr. Whitaker take upon himself 
to say, that I " convert a well-conneded piece of 
^^ close reasoning into a string of disjointed propo- 
" sitions; that I wire-draw Scripture in a, most 
" lamentable manner,*' merely to support a new 
hypothesis. 

But, says Mr. Whitaker, " St. John tells us, that 
" the last time is that of Antichrist. On the 
appearance of this charadier, therefore, must 
" depend the time of the end. Now, if the Papal 
power be Antichrist (which Mn Faber has not 
yet disproved) the time of the end or last time 
must be the whole 19,60 years'^ f. Mr. Whitaker 
must surely have quoted St. John from memory : 
at least I can account for this mmst singular train of 

* See the prophecies relative to /^^Aa;;/^^/ of Antichrist^ col- 
leOed together in the 3^ chapter of my Dissertation. 

t Letter, p. 46# 
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reasonisig in no other vaj. Wlut St. John sajs 
isthu: '^ Little children, it is the laa rime : acd, as 
ye hare heard that the Antidinst iha!I come, even 
now are there manj amichrisis ; vhereby we knov 
^ that it is the last time*'* Fromthf^e words, Mr. 
Whitaker strangely concludes, that the last tim^^ in 
the sense in which the Apostle here uses it, denotes 
that tbeuboU period oft be 1260 days; and, since 
those IWODays are undoubtedly the permitted hour 
of tbe Roman little born or tbe Papacy^ that tbe Pa^ 
pacy must necessarily be tbe Antichrist. St. lohn 
however assures us, that tbe last time had already 
commenced^ and that at tbe moment in which he was 
then writing he was living under tbe last time. 
Hence f if AIr« Whitakei's argument prove any 
thing, it will prove that tbe 1 260 days must be 
computed from the age of St. John, and that the 
venerable apostle and the Roman little born were 
contemporaries! But, in truth, Mr. Whitaker 
has totally mistaken the import of the phrase tbe 
last time as here used by St. John. As I have 
elsewhere very fully shewn*, whenever this phrase 
is used by the evangelical writers declaratively and 
not prophetically f it denotes the whole period of tbe 
christian dispensation to tbe commencement of tbe 
Millennium^ or as what Mr. Mede styles tbe king* 
dom of the stone as contradisringuished from the 
kingdom of tbe mountain. All that the Apostle 
therefore teaches his disciples is, that, since the 
delusive spirit oi the Antichrist wzs already working, 
they might be sure they were living in tbe last time, 

* Set my Dissert. Chap. 3. 

and 
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and need not look for any further dispensation*. As 
yet however, although there were many individual 
antichrists in the world, the great Antichrist him- 
self, whose special badge should be a denial of the 
Father and the Son^ was not manifested. This 
spirit indeed was already working in the children of 
disobedience, but he himself was not as yetreveaU 
edt : nor does the Apostle give us the slightest 
intimation, that his appearance would be conne£led 
either with the taking away of that which prevented 
the developement of the papal man ofsin^ or with 
the commencement of /ib^ 1260 years. 



* I apprehend that he insisted so strongly Upon the circtim* 
stance of their living in the last H?ne^ in order to convihce them 
that they were not to look for any kingdom of the Messiah 
answering to the gross notions of the Jews, which the disci* 
pies themselves found it so difficult to shake off. '' The iast 
'' ^wxf has already conmienced ; dream not olio^ytt farther 
*' last time/' See Doddridge in loc. who rightly supposes 
the last time spoken of by St. John to mean the period of the 
Christian dispensation, wt, as Mr. Whi taker fancies^ the period 
of the 1260 j^an. 



f The Jesuit Cornelius ^ Lapide seems to me to explain 
properly enough the latter part of 1 John, iv. 3. *' Etmmc 
'^ Jam in mundo est, Non in persona, sed in spiritu, puta in 
'^ suis praecursoribus." (Comment, in loc.) I interpret much 
in the same manner 2 John, ?• The deceivers, who confessed 
not that Jesus Christ was come in the flesh, were, considered 
colleft ively, the deceiver and the Antichrist in its infancy as it were, 
before the period, of what Bp. Horsley aptly calls his adoleu 
cence. In short, wherever St. John mentitms the Antichrist, he 
studiously and almost anxiously tells us that his badge is a 
denial of the Mesiiahship rfjesm Christ. 

But 
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the passage itself is precisely parallel to that passage 
in Daniel's description of the little papal born, 
wherein it is said that he had a mouth which spake 
great things, and a look more stout than his fellows* 
Still Mr. Whitaker may argue, that, although the 
word anticimenus can have no relation to any oppo- 
sition made by the man of sin to the true God; yet, 
since he is declared to shew himself to be God in 
the very temple of God, this alone sufficiently 
proves him to ht Antichrist. I readily allow, that 
in this particular the Popes have been guilty of most 
horrible blasphemy : yet the manner^ in which St. 
Paul describes this blasphemy, bears not the slightest 
resemblance to the manner^ in which St. John 
defines the sin of that power which he emphatically 
denominates the liar or the Antichrist. The Popes 
have doubtless arrogated to themselves divine 
honours; but this has been rather in conjunc- 
tion with God, than in opposition to him. In 
the height of their profane madness, they never 
thought of denying either the Father or the Son; 
but on the contrary aflPeaed to aft by their commis- 
sion and under their authority, considering them* 
selves as a sort of God upon earth, and claiming to 
be the sole vicars of Christ* In short the prophecy 
respefting the man of sin has been exaftly accom- 
plished in the Popes; because they have sat in the 
temple of God, shewing themselves that they are 
God: but St. John's definition oithe liar or the 
Antichrist y whose spirit was even then in the world*, 

♦ How does Mr. Whitaker shew, that the spirit of the 
Papacy was in the world when St. John wrote ? Among 
other primitive bishops of Rome the apostle was contemporary 
with Clement, whose name is declared by St. Paul to be 
written in the book of life, 

is 
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is by Ho means applicable to tbe Popes; because 
their chara&eristic mark as a body i^zs not a denial 
either of tbe Faiher or tbe Son^ 

Mr. Whttaker lay^ a great stress on the circum« 
stance of the primitive Church supposing tbe man 
ef sin to be Anticbristy and Bttms to tMnk me not a 
little presumptuous in daring to avow my dissent. 
In answer to 4his I can only say , that I believe the 
fathers to have been very right in supposing that 
tbe man of sin would be revealed upon the downfall 
of the western empire, and very wrong in confound* 
ing his chara&er with that of Antichrist. As for 
the wild notions which diey entertained respei&ing 
the latter, if they will be of any service to Mr. 
Whit£^r in proving his favourite position that, tbe 
Pope is Anticbristy h& is heartily welcome to them*. 

I have entetied the more largely into a discussion 
of this part of the subje£);, in otder to prevent the 
necessity of renewing it; for nothing is more weari* 
some, ei therto the public or to the parties concerned, 
than a kmg protra&ed controversy. Again 
therefore I assert yet more strongly than I before 
asserted it, that the Scriptures do not even afford 
us a shadow of authority for pronouncing tbe Pope 
to be that power which St. John stigmatizes as tbe 
great liar, tbe grand Anticbrist; whose spirit he 

♦ " These 8artiefather8»% says Bij.Newtort, "entertained 
'' strange wild notions conoemihg this Attkbtut, that he ahoold 
" be a Jew, that he should descend from the tribe of Dmiji 
'^ that lie should come Arom Babylon, that he should &t his 
'^ residence in the temple at Jerusalem, that he should Artt 
'< subdue Egypt, and afterwards Libya and Ethio|piii,:iiirhIch 
''were the three hqms which should faU before hilii". 
Dissert* xiv. 3, , ' ' . 

C declares 
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decbics was in the worU at die very dme dnt he 
wsu writmg; and whoKliehedefinestobeai/rfira^ 
of the Father and the San. If we diooae aibiciarilf 
to annex some other idea to the woid Antichrist 
than St. Johnhas tanght us to annex to it, 1 have 
no objefiaoo in this sense to nj that thePapeis an 
antic&istf because he has ever shewn himsdf a most 
notofiousenemy to die puie religion of the Gospel: 
so likewise has Mohannned*, so likewise more or 
less has every bad man* But so long as I acknow«- 
ledge the andmrity of the episdes of St. John, I 
must peremptorily deny Aadthe Flope is the Anti* 
ebrist: bodi because I am ]|[dainly taught diat the 
spirit of that liarwzs working even in £e apostolic 
age, which the spirit of the Ptspacy was not; and 
because 1 am no less plainly tai^c, diat, whenever 
die monster should be pobUdy revealed, he should 
be known by his denial bath ef theFather andtbe 
Son. Protestantshave too long indulged diemselves 
in a habit of styling the Pope Antichrist. The cry 
has passed .from one to another; till at length Mr« 
Whitaker seems to consider it as litde less than 
heresy to oppose it. The Pope has rins enow of 
his own to answer for, without having the burden 
that belongs to another laid upon his dioulders; 
Hia abominations are suffidendy foretold in pro- 
phecy, without forcing into the service predictions 
and symbols and description^ which have no manner 
of jrdUtioci to him. Mr. Whitaker represents him* 
self almost as a persecuted man for maintaining the 

. . :'. -• ..I ■• 

J : T'. Mohapsaed comt% mxh oearer tbe-diaiaAer of St. Jofan's 
4^9(^fisiiiaatthi Iofi4 yet even ir never denied the Messiah, 
ship of Christ* 

Pope 
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Ibpe to ht Anticbrist. * I can asrare him, that nO 
les$ than hmudf Ao I deprecate the idea of any 
lAmm, citfH or ecdeskistical^ with the Papists ; and 
that I believe &at soxrh an iinioA would &r more 
cdAoigfelr oor safety than thearlniesi of Bnooaptetfl; 
because it must be utterly offensive in the €fet 6i 
Him who hath Solemnly warned ns at our peril tb 
come out of the- tnystie Badbylon*» Though I do 
itotMxjfwibe Pope txihi'tiie Ardickritt described hf 
St< Jofan^ who iff dKTobly inspired wrifer that uses 
At Wrrti ; I have said flmpiy soficientio shew, that 
i emertain. no very violent partiality for that apostate 
religion of which hers tbe head* It ever the Papists 
be id a conditioti to pearsecute Mn Whitaker, I shall 
Ji9ve labundanr reason Co tremUe for my own safetjr: 
JPr^ximms ardet Ucahgm. I trust however that 
the same good Providence, which hath hitherto 
preserved us, will continue to preserve us to the 
Texf timeof the end# But, however dns may he^ 
,Mn Wlsutakerha^ said nothing to dkaoade me fix>m 
declaringin the langua^eof a justly eminent pielatcf, 
/< I fear t see too eleaily the risev instead of die fat), 
" ot tbi Antkbrkt^ tbe JVesU Or rather I fear; 

♦' ''Cdhie Out of h«r, toy piiopte; that ye be nbt'iWrtsECTs 
" <rf her sitifr,* and- that ft ttttwt ndt 4df h)ff plsg*aes'\ 
(Rev. xviii. 4.) 1 know not what conclusion the believer 
can draw from these awful words^^ but this ; that, they^ who 
do not comejDut of Rer, or (what iff at least as 6ad) wha return 
to her after they have toitit 6x3SL of her, <to/i? rtftierve of her 
plajg^ues. So thought our piotis reformers^ who, ciautious as 
they are in advancing ariy matter of doubtful dispotation, 
scrupled not to apply the mystic cfaflnoSbsr of tbt afoeafyfik 
harlot to the Church of Ro^e. See the W part of the Hoimix 
against peril of idolatry, p« 216»-Edit. Oxon, 

C a " I see 
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^ I see him rapidly advancing to full stature and 
ripe age. His rise, stridly speaking, the begin* 
ningot the monster, was in the apostolic age*. 
For it were easy to trace the pedigree of 'French 
philosophy. Jacobinism, and Bavarian illumina« 
'* tion, up to the first heresies. But it is now we 
'* sec his adolescence"t. 

2« Mr. Whitaker next answers my charge against 
him of explaining the prophecies of the Apocalypse 
sometimes figuratively and sometimes literally;]^* 
He begins his answer in this manner. '^ When 
*' Mr. Faber says, that in supposing that tbe turning 
" of tbe seas and rivers into blood by pouring out 
*^ the second and third vials on them describes a 
" series of wars carried on by sea and land, I give 
*^ to the effusion of them an absolutely literal 
meaning, I confess that I am at a considerable 
loss to comprehend what he intends; for surely 
*^ an absolutely literal meaning would be, that tbe 
^' waters tbemselves were really cbanged into blood, 
*^ not merely dyed with it by the multitudes slain. 
<^ But, if I have not given it thb literal application, 
*^ then must my interpretation be figurative, and 
'* the charge, in this instance, at least, groundless". 
f~Were not Mr. Whitakcr's pamphlet now open 
before ine> I could sc^rcely have believed that a 

^ 3ee tbe pro]>hecie9 reUtivc tp the last timef of ^iicbrist 
colledled togetiier in the 3d chap* of my Pisfntatm. 

+ With wh^t fearfully rapid strides ha^ the monster »ran- 
ced tQ miatpxity, if indeed he be ye% advanced xo full maturity^ 
fince this declaration was first made in tbfjfearll99. 

J Letter, p. 7. 

writer 
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writer of his talents would have condescended to 
use so mere a quibble. He must surely have known 
that my charge of literal interpretation related to 
his supposing the sea and tbe rivers to mean ibe 
natural sea and tbe natural rivers instead of ibe 
iymbalical sea and tbe symbolical rivers^ not to tbe 
turning of tbe sea and tbe rivers into blood. I 
repeat therefore, that the commentator, who explains 
tbt changing of tbe sea into blood to denote a period 
remarkable for sucb furious sea-figbts tbat tbe sea 
was deeply tinged witb tbe blood of tbe slain^ 
does to all intents and purposes explain it in an 
vafasolutely literal manner. Mr. Whitaker might aa 
well deny that he explains it literally, because tbe 
sea is neither a ship nor a battle nor yet a period cf 
time remarkable for bloody sea-figbts^ as hecxast tbe 
sea was not literally cbanged into blood -at the 
battle of Lepanto, but only tinged witb blood. 

He confesses, that, in addition to the accom- 
plishment of tbe predi6tions in a figurative 
sense, he has sometimes given proofs of its 
having taken place in a literal sense too; and 
observes that others have done so before him— -I 
know they have, and (in my own opinion) most 
injudiciously. With respeft to Mr. Whitaker 
himself, he interprets the sounding of some of tbe 
seven trumpets in this double manner: but tbe 
second and third vials he interprets literally alone; 
at least I have not been able to discover in any part 
of his work an additional symbolical interpretation 
of them* The reader will probably be surprized 
after what I have written on the subjedl, that Mr* 
Whitaker should bring me forward to prove against 
myself the propriety ofthissynibolico-literal mode 

of 



4 



C « 3 








C 23 3 

tation : namely, ^* that, if we interpret scune of chese 
predictions^ figuratively and some litefally, we 
thereby introduce indecision and uncertainty^: 
and the reason he gives is this, that the ambiguitjr 
of many words in every language h not found to 
produce either uncertainty or conhision. Thiu, if 
Mr. Whitaker use the word saw*^ the context wilt 
always determine without a possibility of error 
whether the verb, or the animal of that name, be 
intended — And can be rest satisfied with thi» argu» 
mmt ? Will he pretend to say, that there i$ any 
context which authorizes him lo explain the Hcoiid 
and ibird vials literally, and tbejlrstf tbsfourtb^ 
and the fifth symbolically, in a manner even most 
retnottly approximating to the absduU eertdinty 
with which the context always teaches us whether 
sew is to be understood as a verb or a substantive f 
With what face then can he assert, that ** there is 
'^ scarcely a single passage throughout thepr(^hetie 
writings, in which, if it may not consistently with 
the accomplishment be understood in both, a 
** man of commcm sense and unbiassed mind can be 
** at a loss in which sense it ought to be tsJcen**? 
adimt Mr. Whitaker's principle, and you open the 
door to the wildest speculations of the most visionary 
commentator; you make the Apocalypse a mere 
nose of wax. 

But Mr. Whitaker asserts, that the term fomica^ 
Hon is sometimes used figuratively and son>etimea 
literally in the Apocalypse; and thence infers that 
his ^jsttxxi is perfe3;iy defensible— «-|t i% in one, 

♦ This word is one of the examples whlottMr. VThitaker 
adduces. 

passage, 
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of tKpomlknu He says, that I ''adcnoirkdge die 
^ dooUe sense of prophecy, which certaiidy 
^ inchldes the possibtlky of its being accomplished 
^ both figoratively and Uterally": and for this he 
sdeiB metoP. 373 ofmysecondToInme. Ioonfe» 
I twned to the page in qaesticm with hnge dismay 
and astonishment, {Mepared to take shame tomysdf 
for having been guilty of so palpable a coittradidion. 
Botl soonfound, tluit I had merely dedaied a part 
cf a prophecy of jod to relate ^fimarf/y to the dfo*- 
akm of tikt Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost, and 
Mkimately to the yet greater effusion of the Spirit in 
the period when all nations diaU be oonTerted unto 
Christ. To this I will now add, that I believe 
there is scarcely a single prophecy in the Old 
Testament which treats of the first advent of the 
Messiah, diat does not ultimately more or less 
relate to his second advei^ How the avowal of 
joch an optnion can be wire-chawn into any 
jdkuowledgment on my part, direA orindired, 
explicit or implied, that the prophecies of Daniel 
and St. John* may be interin:eted both literally and 
symbolically, or sometimes literally and sometimes 
symbolically according to the humcmr of the expo- 
aifer, I am utterly at a loss to comprehend. 

Mr. WUtaker however will not allow llle 
validity of my objeOion to such a mode of interpre- 

* I $Myg with cstttioss accorscf, Damdimd St. Jdm. As 
for the other prophets, thejr continnally mix the imagery of 
symbols with literal predidions : yet even iXkAem when we 
witXx^xAtbe uaroafiug ziAthe bemfudj^ Bo&m ieatg dm4eKed, 
We are not at liberty tosay that /ir«ai mens bothisftf «0Mm/ 
asr anl tirfj^dfoiuti te^, or diat «Sr fc iiwaJ F Utn mean both 

udon: 
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tation : namely, ^* that, if we interpret scune of chcici 
predictions figuratively and some litefaHy, we 
liiereby introduce indecision and uncertainty^ z 
and the reason he gives is this, that the ambiguity 
of many words in every language is not found to 
produioe either uncertainty or conhision. Thus, if 
Mr. Whitaker use the word sow*^ the context will 
always determine without a possibility of errov 
wh^her the verb, or the animal qi that name, be 
intended-^ And can be rest satisfied with tfai» »rgu«^ 
ment f Will he pretend to say, that there i$ any 
context which authorizes him lo explain tbe second 
and t^ird vials literally, and tbeJU^st, tbsfmrtb^ 
and the fifth sjrmbolically, in a manner even most 
retnottiy approxknating to tbe absdute eertainty 
with which the context always teaches us whether 
sew is to be understood as a verb or a substastifef 
With what face then can he assert, that '^ there is 
'^ scarcely a single passage throughout theprophetie 
writings, in wbkh, if it may not consistently with 
•the accomplishment be understood in both, a 
**^ man of oommon sense and unbiassed mind can be 
*^ at a los^in which sense it ought to be taJcen**? 
aiknft Mr. Whitaker's fmnciple, and you open the 
door to the wildest speculations of tbe most visionary 
commentator; you make the Apocalypse a mere 
nose of wax. 

But Mr. Whitaker asserts, that the term fomica^ 
tion is sometimes used figuratively and son>etime$ 
literally in the Apocalypse; and thence infers thftt 
his sjsttta is perfe^y defensible— «-|t h in ane^ 

♦ This word is one of the examples wh|9hr^|[r« Whitaker 
adduces. 

passage, 
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passage, I alloir, used literally; or at least a word 
u us^ which conveys the same idea: bat here we 
have no difficulty in understanding what is meant, 
because those crimes which exclude a man from 
the kingdom of heaven are enumerated, and among 
them both whoredom and idolatry*. In the 
passage however in which Mr. Whitakersays it is 
used literally, it plainly appears to me to be used 
figuratively; and I have not scrupled to interpret 
it accordingly in my Dissertation^. The Apostle 
is spealung of crimes peculiarly distinSive of tbe^ 
corrupt cburcb of Rome* He first therefore gives 
a very fail literal account of her manifold idolatries;[j 
and afterwards he adds, ** Neither repented they of 
** their murders, nor of their sorceries, nor of their 
*' fornication, nor of their thefts.*' Now, whatever 
may be the precise meaning which he designs we 
should aimez to these different terms, it is plain 
that they must denote certain enormities for which 
the Cburcb of Rome is singularly notorious. I fear 
however, that protestants must not venture to assert, 
that common murder^ impious attem^s to exercise 
the art of sorcery, literal fornication, and ordinary 
tbeft, are the exclusive chara&eristics of popisb 

* Rev* xxi. 8. I can direft Mr* Whitaker likewise to a 
postage in the Apocalypse, wherein the context as positively 
determines the word sea to be understood literally, as any 
context can teach us the meaning of the word saw. (Rev. 
XX* 13J Let him produce as clear a context for his 
interpretation of the sea in the secmultnalt and I faithfully 
promise to adopt his interpretation. This was one of the 
excepted caKs to which I alluded in my Preface, p. xiii. 

+ Vol. i. p. 181. X Rev. ix. 20. 

countries. 
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tountries. How then Ao the terms, according to 
such an interpretation, exhibit to us any crimes, for 
which the Cburcb of Rome is remarkable ? Hence 
it is plain that we must either look out for some 
other interptetation, or cease to apply the passage 
in question to the abominations of Popery. I 
suppose therefore, that the murders here spoken of 
denote murders pirpetraied in the way of persecution; 
the sorceries^ the various piousfrauds and juggling 
delusions of the monastic orders* ; the fornication, 
spiritual fornication or idolatry ; and the thefts, 
the various iniquitous modes by which the laity wer^ 
robbed of their money, such for instance as the saU 
of indulgences and the like. 

He further observes, in somewhat more guarded 
language indeed, that ** it seems to be the same with 
^^ regard to the river Euphrates, which appears to 
be spoken of metaphorically in Rev, xvi, 12> 
and literally in ix. 14"— -Tom^, I must confess, 
nothing of the kind appears to be the case. The 
Euphrates in both passages symbolizes the Turkish 
empire; with this diflFerence indeed, that in the 
latter it denotes the comparatively small kingdom in 
its immediate vicinity which was the cradle of the 
Ottoman monarchy, while in the former it denotes 
the immense empire afterwards subjeSt to the Turkish 
sceptre. Thus the Tiber might be used to represent 
the Roman empire from beginning to end. The 
truth of this observation will appear simply by 
paraphrasing in both passages the great river 
Euphrates, by the kingdom symbolized by the great 
river Euphrates. In the language of symbols a 

• Sec roy Dissertatmimtbe I260years. Vol. ii. p. 256— 270^ 
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river denotes a kingdom; lut^ in the supplication of 
this language, if nothing more than simply a river 
were said, the prophecy would leave us just as wis« 
as it found us; for how should we know what river 
or (in other words) what kingdom was intended ? 
In the Apocalypse therefore tbe river Euphrates 
tmdottbtedly means tbe true and proper river 
Euphrates as contradistinguished from all other 
rivers; but then this Euphrates is used to symbolize 
the empire which sprung from its vicinity, and 
through the territories of which it still continues to 
flow. In the infismt empire symbolized Jby the 
Euphrates the four allegorical angels were oound 
till their allotted hour of conquest arrived; and, in 
God's own appointed season, the mystic waters of 
the same empire in its adult state, symbolized by 
the sanu river Euphrates, will be dried up. But, 
says Mr. Whitaker, '* As to the four sultanies being 
the mystic waters of tbe Euphrates which deluged 
the eastern empire, this is all introduced by the 
exuberant fancy of the ingenious expositor: in 
** the unvarnished declaration of the prophecy they 
are not the waters, but the four angels bound at 
the river, that are loosed; and it is not by a 
deluge, but by the fire, the smoke, and the brim* 
'* stone which issued out of their mouths, that the 
" eastern empire was overthrown". I am fully 
sensible of the value of this highly flattering com* 
pliment, far too flattering for my deserts; but, in 
truth, neither my modesty nor my honesty will 
permit me to appropriate it to myself. However 
I may have differed from Mr. Mede in many points,, 
in ibis particular at least I claim no higher merit 
than that of being his humble copyist : and I cannot 

but 
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but wonder that Mr. Whitaker, who represents 
himself as being so conversant with the works ot our 
truly venerable predecessor*, should bestow a 
compliment upon me, which is due only to Wmt. 
After all, highly as I value the works of Mr. Mede, 
1 can discover neither much exuberance of fancy, 
nor any peculiar ingGiinity of exposition, in his 
considering ij&d Turkish armies to be those waters of 
the mystic Euphrates which mundated the eastern 
empire. If the Euphrates denote the Ottoman 
power, I know not what its waters can be except 
the Ottoman people In Isaiah xix, the subversion 
of the Egyptian government is exhibited to us under 
the iitiagery of the drying up of the waters of the 
Nile. The prophet no where tells us, that by its 
waters he rnQd^ns t he . Egypt ians^ whom he represents 
the Lord as giving over into the hand of a fierce 
king; yej: Mr. Whitaker will scarcely deny that 

* Letter^ p. 2, 

•f '* Quidni jam pari ratione Euphrates iste phiaUrum dc 
*' Turcis acciperetur? non minus utique quam Assyrii, 
'^ Eaphratis, ante exundationem suam, accolis, imo ejusdem 
'^ tradi&s incolis. Hue non parum facit, quod solutionem 
^^ ingentis iliius ct diu vindi ad magnum flomen Bufbraiem 
f* exercitus equestris, adsextae tuba: clangorem, deTurcUiiuk 
^' m orbem Rotnanum exundaturUy tubarum seriem reique con- 
'* cinnam veritatem sccuti, interprctati sumus. Ptrsexiam 
^* igitur phialamexaecahiturdibtvmmittboc Ettphrat<eum'*, (Com. 
ment. Apoc. in Phial, vi.) Unless I greatly mistake the 
Dieaning of this passage, Mr. Mede considers The Turhoftbe 
iixth trumpet as the (waters of the fftystic Euphrates which deluged 
the Roman world ; and thence very forcibly, I think indeed 
incontrovertibly, argues, that the exhaustimcf those same tvaters 
under the sixth 'vial must> upon every principle of symbolical 
wwlogy, denote the werthrvw of the Turkish monarchy ^ 

D 2 he 
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river denotes a kingdom; but^ in the Application of 
this language, if nothing more than simply a river 
were said, the prophecy would leave us just as wisa 
as it found us; for how should we know what river 
or (in other words) "wbat kingdom was intended ? 
In the Apocalypse therefore tbe river Eupbrates 
undoubtedly means tbe true and proper river 
Eupbrates as contradistinguished from all other 
rivers; but then this Eupbrates is used to symbolize 
tbe empire wbicb sprung from its vicinity, and 
through the territories of which it still continues to 
flow. In the infant empire symbolized Jay tbe 
Eupbrates the four allegorical angels were oound 
till their allotted hour of conquest arrived; and, in 
God's own appointed season, the mystic waters of 
the same empire in its adult state, symbolized by 
the same river Euphrates, will be dried up. But, 
says Mr. Whitaker, " As to tbe four sultanies being 
" tbe mystic waters of tbe Eupbrates v/bi<^ deluged 
" the eastern empire, this is all introduced by the 
" exuberant lancy of the ingenious expositor: in 
" theunvamisheddeclarationof the prophecy they 
" are not the waters, but the four angels bound at 
" the river, that are loosed; and it is not by a 
" deluge, but by the fire, the smoke, and the brim- 
" stone which issued out of their mouths, that the 
" eastern empire was OTerthrown". I am ftilly 
sensible of the value of this highly flattering com- 
phment, far too flattering for my deserts; but, in 
truth, neither my modes^ nor my honesty will 
permit me to appropriate it to myselt However 
1 may have difita^ from Mr. Mede in many points, 
in tbis particular at least I claim no higher merit 
than that ofbeinghishnmble copyist; andlcuuMM 
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but wonder that Mr. Whitakcr, who represents 
himself as being so conversant with the works ot our 
truly venerable predecessor*, should bestow a 
compliment upon me^ which is due only to Wmt. 
After all, highly as I value the works of Mr. Mede, 
I can discover neither much exuberance of fancy, 
nor any />^cT//iflr ingenuity of exposition, in his 
considering ij&d Turkish armies to be those waters of 
the mystic Euphrates which mundated the eastern 
empire. If the Euphrates denote the Ottoman 
power, I know not what its waters can be except 
the Ottoman people In Isaiah xix, the subversion 
of the Egyptian government is exhibited to us under 
the imagery of the drying up of the waters of the 
Nile. The prophet no where tells us, that by its 
waters he means the MgyptianSj whom he represents 
the Lord as giving over into the hand of a fierce 
king; yej: Mr. Whitaker will scarcely deny that 

• Letter^ p. 2, 

•f '* Quidni jam pari ratione Euphrates iste phialarum dc 
*' Turcis acciperetur? non minus utique quam Assyrii, 
'^ Eaphratis, ante exundationem suam, accolis, imo ejusdem 
'^ tra6t&s incolis. Hue non parum facit, quod solutionem 
^^ ingentis iliius et diu vindi ad magnum flomen Eufbrafem 
f^ exercitus eque$tris, adsextae tubs clangorem, deTurdsiiuk 
^' nt orbem Romanum exundaturUy tubarum seriem reique con- 
'* cinnam veritatem sccuti, interprctati sumus. Pinextam 
^* igitur phialamexsiceabiturdibevmm istboc E»phrat<eum**, (Com. 
ment. Apoc. in Phial, vi.) Unless I greatly mistake the 
Dieaning of this passage, Mr. Mede considers The Turktoftbe 
iixth trumpet as the waters of the fftystic Euphrates which deluged 
the Roman world ; and thence very forcibly, I think indeed 
incontrovertibly, argues, that the exhausHmef those samiHva^rs 
under the sixth 'vial must, upon every principle of symbolical 
WK^^Yi <lciU)te the overthrow of the Turkish mmarchy. 
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bed0estae2aiAtms So St. J<dm nowhere tells us, 
that by tbe waters oftbe Euphrates he menu the 
armies of the four sultanies: ytt Mr. Mede did not 
conceive himself to depart very remotely from the 
tmvamished declaration oftbe prophecy in speaking 
of them as a vast flood exundated from the Eupbra* 
tes into the eastern empire. 

3. Since Mr. Whitaker very handsomely ac- 
knoirledges, that, in bringing forward some specific 
numbers conneded with the 8th chapter of Daniel, 
I have been happier than himself, and offers me his 
sincere thanks for the information and satisfadion I 
have therein given him; it will be sufficient for me 
to return him mine for his politeness^ which I here 
irith much pleasure do*. 

4. But, when he maintains that the holy city and 
the great city^ mentioned in the 1 Ui& chapter of the 
Revelation, both mean alike the literal Jerusalem^ 
I am compelled to adhere to my former positive 
dissent from this position. The treading of the 
apocalyptic holy city under foot is limited to 126Q 
years; and therefore plainly synchronizes (as Mr. 
Whitaker himself very justly, observes) with the 
times oftbe ten-horned beasts the prophesying oftbe 
witnesses^ and the abode of the woman in the uilder- 
nessf. But the treading of the literal Jerusalem 
underfoot is not limited to \Q60 years, nor did it 
begin to be trodden down by the Persians; on the 
contrary our Lord himself plainly teaches us, that 
we are to consider it as begitming to be trodden 
down when sacked by the Romans under Titus, 
which took place upwards of seventeen centuries ago; 

♦ Letter, p. 12. + Letter, p. 13. 

and 
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and &at it will continue to be trodden down, till 
the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled^ and till the 
Jews are restored to their own land*. Hence it ii 
manifest, that, even if Jerusalem had been taken by 
the Persians in tbiiyear 606 instead of the year 6\^^ 
Mr. Whitaker would not have been any nearer 
establishing his point; for the literal Jerusalem 
would not then have begun to be trodden down of 
the Gentiles, nor could the period of its treading 
down be limited to I960 years, computing 
those years from its capture by the Persians, 
when it had already been taken by the Romans 
ttiore than five centuries before. The sum 
of the matter is this: the apocalyptic holy city is to 
be trodden down of the Gentiles 1260 years: the 
literal holy city has already been trodden down of 
the Gentiles 1736 years^ and will continue in that 
$tate till their times are fulfilled : the apocalyptic 
holy city therefore cannot mean the literal Jerusalem : 
and, if it do not mean the literal Jerusalem^ it is 
not easy to say what it does mean except the spiritual 
Jerusalem or the Church of Christ* And, accor<» 
dingly, it is so understood by Mede, the two New«» 
tons, Fleming, Lowman, Brightman, Doddridge^ 
and even the Jesuit Cornelius 4 Lapide; none of 
whom ever dreamt that the literal Jerusalem could 
possibly be meant by the apocalyptic holy city. 
Yet, while Mr. Whitaker seems very angry at my 
ever presuming to diflFer from Mn Mede and Bp. 
Newton, he most unreasonably requires the same 
unlimited submission to his own dissent /r(7m them, 
as to his assent to them. This interpretation of his 

. * Lakef xxi. 24. 
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ewen increases in difBcolCy, as he adrances 
10 his dissent from every commentatOT (to die 
best of my recoUedion at least*} that it has been m v 
fortune to meet with* If tbe bdy city mean the 
literal Jerusalem^ then nmst tbe literal Jerusalem be 
the exclusive stage on which tbe witnesses prophesy. 
But how does Mr. Whitaker manage this matter ? 
As the emblem of same worshippers continuing in 
tbe temple and about tbe altar has in the west met 
*' with its antitype in tbe pure doSrine of tbe 
Gospel been retained by sonUj spite of the general 
apostasy, so in the east it has done the same in 
'' permission baving been granted to Cbristians still 
to worsbip at Jerusalem — From this period 
(A. D« 614) with little interruption has the city 
" been in the hands of the enemies of the Gospel; 
** but, with this attendant circumstance, that in the 
midst of it, even while thus possessed by their 
adversaries, the Christians have retained a place 
of worship"t. Now, iitbe apocalyptic boly city 
be tbe literal Jerusalem^ what can tbe worsbippers 
in tbe temple and about tbe altar have to do with 
tbe Protestants in tbe West? If however tbe western 
confessors be not in part at least denoted by tbe 
witnesuSy and I see not how they can upon Mr. 
Whitaker's scheme, which makes the prophecy 

* I can roach for those whose names I have mentioned. 
Yet does Mr. Whitaker represent his Commentaiy as <^ a course 
^* of sober however little wnjel interpretation's and shrewdly 
hints that «pr Disurtatm is one of those ephemeral theories 
which serve only to inrelope the sabjeft in confusion, 
(Letter^ p. 67.) 

t Coflunent. p* 187, 

altogether 
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Altogether lotat: then must the witnesses he confi« 
tied entirely to the precinfts of the literal Jerusalem^ 
and solely represent that handful of Christians who 
irota the year 6\^ to the present day have there 
*' retained a place of worship''* Popturiunt monies^ 
nasceti^r ridiculus mus. 

It may seem almost unnecessary to. notice wh^t 
Mr. Whitaker says relative to the synchronism of 
Jeremiah ; because, even supposing that the Persians 
had taken tbe literal Jerusalem in the year 606 
instead of tbe year 6 14^ he would have been no nearer 
proving that it ismeant by tbe apocalyptic boly city*m 
Nevertheless I think it expedient to point out what 
a very little degree of parallelism there is between 
the synchronism of Jeremiah and those of Daniel 
and St, John* " AH these nations", says Jeremiah, 
" shall serve the king of Babylon seventy, years". 
This Bp. Lowth most justly explains as follows. 

Some of them were conquered sooner, some later; 

but the end of this period was the common term 
" for the deliverance of them all'*. Here we are to 
observe, that the prophet does not particularize the 
nations, and severally teach us that this nation and 
that nation and the other nation are each to serve 
the king of Babylon 7 years : he merely intimates in 
general terms, that, considered as one great whole, 
they shall jointly serve him duriifg that period. 
Now, had the same mode of expression been used 
b^ D^iel and St. John; had we been taught in a 
single genertl sentence, that tbe times of tbe beast ^ 
tbe little born, tbe treading down of tbe boly city, 
tbe prophesying of tbe witnesses, and tbe abode of tbe 

* Letter, p. 13, 
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wiHMnin the wilderness y should joindy constitute « 
period of 1^60 years: I should then have thought 
that we were justified in understanding that period. 
as Bp. Lowth rightly understands the 70 years. But, 
when we find that a totally different mode of 
expression is adopted, when we are separately told 
that the times ot each wiU amount to 1^60 years; I 
can no more believe that we have a right to curtail 
at our pleasure the times of each, than I could 
believe that each one of those nations should not 
serve the king of Babylon precisely 70 years if the 
prophet had seriatim told me that each of them 
should. 

To proceed however to more important matter. 
•* For his positive assertion'*, says Mr. Whitaker, 
'< that the holy city can be understood only in a 
** figurative sense: by interpreting it of the visible 
^ Church of Christy he introduces into this book 
no less than /(Tttr images of that; the woman in the 
wilderness y the holy city^ the two witnesses ^ and 
the company o/* 144,000: while, by the construc- 
tion he puts on the witnesses themselves, he most 
singularly makes the prechristian church (as he 
terms it) prophesy 600 years after its own dura- 
tion. This is symbolizing with a vengeance!*** 
To the first of these objedions I answer, that Mr. 
WhitsJier^s two great oracles Mn Mede and Bp. 
Newton, whom he affe6ls on all occasions to bring 
forward against me and for whose talents he cannot 
have a higher respe£); than myself, do the very same* 
Like mey they both introduce into the little book no 
less than four images of the Church ; and, what is 

* Letter, p. 14, 15. 

more, 
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more, the selfsame images that I myself do*. Nor 
does the slightest confusion arise from this circum- 
stance, for reasons which I have fully stated in my 
D/j/^r/a//o»t— To the second obje£lion I answer, 
that he has most singularly misrepresented me. I 
freely allow, chat I should indeed have '^ symbolized 
with a vengeance'', if I had ever represented the 
literal precbristian church as beginning to prophesy 
in sackcloth 600 years after the expiration of its 
existence : but, so far from making the assertion 
which Mr. Whitaker is pleased to put into my 
mouth, I made one diametrically opposite to it^ 
I consider a simple reference as a sufficient answer 
to this obje&ionj. 



* In the czst o( the Euphrates f Mr. Whitaker sarcastically 
complimented me on my exposition : now he o^xAy censures me* 
Yet in both cases I merely followed Mr. Mede. I shall 
soon begin to suspedl, that it will be a knotty point to decide 
which of us is the most staunch friend to that great expositor, 
notwithstanding Mr. Whitaker refers us to ^' the proofs he 
^^ has given of being conversant with the works of the truly 
'* venerable Mede". (Letter, p. 2.) I much fear, that, as 
Mr. Mede's avowal that the Pope is Antichrist *^ marred the 
'' savour of his ointment" at court, so my avowal that the 
Pope is not Antichrist does the same good office for me with Mr* 
Whitaker. He surely must view my luckless Dissertatim 
with a most jaundiced eye, or he would not find fault with me 
for saying xYi^'vety same that Mede says. 

+ Vol. I. p. 59, 60, 61. 

X See my Dissert. Vol. II. p.* 52, 53, 54, bS^ and parti. 
cularly p. 54. Mr. Whitaker might just as well have asserted, 
that the second set of the men of understanding mtnliotit6.}ay Daniel 
were the first set arisen out of their graces. Dan. xi. 33, 35. 
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' The next point to be considered is whether the- 
great city^ mentioned in Rev. xi. 8, can mean tbe 
literal Jerusalem. 'Mr. Whitaker maintains that it 
does: I maintain that it does not. In this opinion, 
and in my opposition to the conceit of Mr. Whitaker, 
1 am supported by St. Jerome; by Mede, the two 
Newtons, Lowman, Fleming, Brightman, Daubuz, 
Jurieu, Mann, Doddridge, and Heidegger*; and 
among the Papists by the Bp« 'of Meaux. Through- 
out the Apocalypse Jerusalem is never once called 
tbe great city^ except it be intended in this single 
passage: whereas Babylon is no less than twelve 
times denominated tbe great city. In short, upon 
all occasions, tbe great city is used as the synonym 
of Babylon. As for Mr. Whitaker's assertion, that 
the application oi great to the holy city is but in 
just consonance with that passage of Scripture in 
'^ which our Lord declared it to be the city of tbe 
** great Kin^\ it is unworthy of a writer of his 
talents. He might as well argue that tbe Jews were 
tbe greatest nation in the world, because they were 
peculiarly the people oi tbe great King. If howe- 
ver he did, Moses would speedily confute himt. 

Here I might properly conclude the present 
argument; for the point in debate between us is, not 
whether tbe great city mean Rome or tbe Roman 
empire^ but whether it mean tbe literal city of 
Jerusalem or no. Nevertheless, since Mr. Whitaket 

* I have not the opportunity of turning to any more 
protestant expositors; and perhaps the reader may think that 
i have already turned to quite enow^« 

t Deut. vii, 6, 7. 

has 



*• it 



C 35 ] 

has taken upon himself to ridicule my opinion that 
it denotes the whole Roman empire^ I am very 
ready to discuss with:him, whether the apocalyptic 
Babylon^ which all our \^st commentators suppose 
to be the same as the great city mentioned in Rev. 
xi. 8, mean the city or the empire of Rome. He 
observes, that, ** as if the words of the Apostle were 
too express to run quite counter to them, Mn 
Faber contrives so to extend the imaginary city he 
brings upon the stage (a kind of metropolis by 
the bye, which from the greatness of its own 
extent seems to leave no room for dominions) as 
to include Jerusalem". And he afterwards 
believes that he shall receive the thanks of '^ the 
" sober reader for saving him the trouble oftravel- 
*^ ling into Germany and England to find a street 
" of the great city where our Lord was crucified"— 
I shall first reftify Mr, Whitaker's misrepresenta- 
tions, and then proceed to the argument—- 1 never 
represented ** my imaginary city" as a tnetropolis^ 
I asserted, on the contrary, that Babylon or the great 
city denoted no literal metropolis exclusively^ but 
the zvbole Roman Empire^ Rome in conjun£lion 
with her numerous provinces: and this I again 
assert. As for sending ** the sober reader* into 
Germany and England to find a street of the 
great city where our Lord was crucified"; I 
maintain, that both Roman Germany and Roman 

♦ .Mr. Whi taker more than once uses this word loi/r, as if 
to intimate that no expositon, which presumed to di£fer from 
his own, could lay any claims to sobriety. I have elsewhere 
likewise seen it introduced with considerable efiedt, when a 
writer wished to excite a prejudice against a positioHi which 
he knew not how to confute. 

£ 2 England 
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England arc streets of the great apocalyptic city, in 
the 9en5e in which / understand it, and in which 
from the general context of the Revelation I am 
persuaded it ought to be understood. What I said 
was this: litbe whole Roman empire be symbolized 
by the great city Babylon^ dien the streets of that 
city will denote provinces; and, our Lord being 
crucified in one of those streets or provinces namely 
yudea, it was therefore justly said that he was cruci- 
fied in the great city* — My idea, that Babylon or 
the great city cannot mean the literal city of Rome 
exclusively i is supported by Brightman and Daubuz 
and Lowman and Fleming and Doddridge and 
Jeurieu and Heidegger and the Bishop of Meauxt; 

so 



* It may not be amiss to observe) what Mr. Whitaker has 
not thought proper to notice^ that our Lord was ma crucified 
in tkeliteral JeruiaUm^ which Mr. Whitaker is determined to 
cred into the great city. This circumstance is noticed by Mede 
with his usual accuracy. 

+ ** Haec urhs magna est iUa iota ditto cujut est Roma metropolis : 
'' quosensu decima pars urbis cadit, infra ver. 13. Platea est 
*^ pars aUqua Romance ditimis^ in qua spectaculum hoc visen. 
** dum exhibitur, cujus gaudium se diffundit per totum 
^' imperium* Urhs autem ipsa magna una cum metropoU sua in 
^' reliquo versu describitur, idque duobus disertis nominibus, 
** et adjundU simul insigni nota^ nequis in orbe forsan erraret 
'' — Primnmnomen est Sodoma — Secundum nomen est JEgj^ptus, . 
^' non uris aUpta, qualis Sodoma, sed integra regio et prwiucia^ 
** Unde hoc nomen non est proprium ipsius metropdis, sed totttu 
'* ejus d^tioms commune*** Apoc. Apoc. FoL 174, 175. 

" The great city is ihia city nvhich reigneth vuer the kings of the 
" earth J or Rome, the empress of the world. Streets of the great 
** city are its public places throughout its domhskm; for the great city 
^' is not considered so much in its buildings, as a seat of empire, 
<' It is Rme, and the Reman empire, says the Bp. of Meaux; 

'^ and 
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SO that, at any rate, " it is not an imaginary 
city" of my own invention: nevertheless, if Mr. 

Whitak^ 

" and, taking the gnat city for Koim and its empire y he adds, h 
'* is literally true that Jesus Christ fwas crucified there y e<uen by the 
** Rmmnpvwer. And it is moreover true, that the same Rome, 
*^ which crucified Christ inpenon, crucified him also every 
•' day in his members. The general meaning of this passage 
** is well expressed by Mr. Daubuz : The dead bodies of the 
** nmtuesses shall lie throughout the extent, in the most conspicuomt 
** placesj or the chief and principal parts, if the Antichristianjuris^ 
*' ^A?«m*\ (Lowman's Paraph, inloc.) Had Mr. Daubu« said 
singularly a street or a conspicuous place, as the Apostle does> 
instead of expressing himself plurally, I should have had 
nothing to objed. 

'' In the street of the great city, i. e. in Bohemia, one street of 
** the papal dominions, or the great city Rome, in a large sense"* 
(Fleming's Apoc. Key, p. 41 • ) I do not think Bobema to be 
the street intinded; but Mr. Fleming's mode of interpretation mi 
the ahstraB is the same as my own. 

''It is probable the -whJe Roman Empire may be here repre* 
'' sented, as one idolatrous and impure city; as elsewhere the Chttttb 
*' of Christ is represented by one pure holy and glorious city". 
(Doddridge's Paraph, in loc.) This analogical argument Is 
excellent. 

'' It is a truth which must be held as certain, being one of 
the keys of the Revelation, that the city, the great city, 
signifies in this book, not Rome alone, bnt Rome ht conjunQiaa 
ivith its empire; the name of this great city is Babybn^^Thxt 
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'' being supposed and proved, that the city is the whole Bafym 
*' lonish and Antichristian empire, it must be remembered, that 
'' this empire of Antichrist is made of ten kingdoms and of ten kings, 
*' who must give their power to the beast. A tenth part of the 
" city fell; that is, one of these ten kingdoms which make up the 
*' great city, the Babylonish Empire, shall forsake it — Now what 
" is this tenth part of the city which shall fall ? In my opinion 
f we cannot doubt that it is France — The kings, who yet 
*' remain under the empire of Rome, must bredcwith herj 
'' leave her solitary and desolate. But who must begin this 
^' last revolt? It is most probable that France shall— 

«'Seeii)g 
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Whitaker will condescend to exchange sarcasm for 
sober reasoning, and if he can confute the argu- 
ments which I am about to bring forward in proof 
of the truth of this position, I am very willing to 
Tetrafl. Let the great city in Rev. xi. 8, mean 
what it may, Mr. Whitaker, I suppose, will not 
deny that the apocalyptic Babylon denotes Rome 
in some sense : the question is, whether it denote 
the city of Rome alone^ or the city of Rome in 
conjun&ion with tbe Roman empire. If it so mean 
the city of Rome as to exclude tbe rest of tbe 
empire^ then must all tbe seven kings qf Babylon 
and tbe eigbtb who is one of tbe seven be sought 

*' Seeing the tenth part of the city which most fall is France^ 
*^ this gives me some hopes that the death oiihe twonjoitnesses 
** hath a particular relation to this kingdom. It is the strea 
^* , or place of this city ; that is^ the most fair andenument part tfit'*^ 
(Jurieu's Accomp.of the Script. Prophecies, Part II. p. 261 — 
267.) I have extradled this citation from Mr. Bicheno's Sigm 
of the times^ not having Jarieu at hand, like the other writeis 
whom I quote, to refer to. It is superfluous here to specify 
the points wherein 1 difier from M. Jurieu : the passage is 
cited simply to shew what he understood by the great city. 

'' Civitatem illam magnam, quae regnum gerit in reges 
*' terras, non tarn urbem quampiam moenibus cinctam (quan. 
** quam a tali, ceu acropoli quadam, originem ducere potest), 
^' quam multitudinem sociatam per caput aut capita, utentem 
'' protestate imperandi, tanquam jure metropoleos ostendimus. 
^^ Prophetas metaphoras et aenigmata amant. Ita civitas est 
^ quasi civitas; forum, quasi forum. Ita Apoc. xi. 8. 
'' Civitas magmSf uhi Christus crucifixus est^ Romanam ditumem 
*' notat*\ Heideg. Myst. Bab. Mag. Tom. I. p. 219. 

It might perhaps have been as well if Mr. Whitaker had 
read a little more on the subject, before he exhibited himself as 
expe^ing the thanks of ^' the sober reader" for saving him 
the trouble of a commentatorial jaunt into Germany and 
England. 

for, 
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for, not in tbe empire which the present hypothesis 
quite shuts out, but in /^^ literal town ofRomeaind 
no where else*. According to this statement, I 
request Mr. Whitaker to point out to me tbe short' 
lived seventh king of Babylon. Tbe Exarch of 
Ravenna^ he repliest. Now, exclusive of the 
utter impropriety of supposing tbe mere vice-regal 
Exarch to he tbe seventh king of Babylon^ -even ia 
the extended sense in which /understand the great 
city Babylon^, he certainly cannot in the sense ia 
which I suppose Mr. Whitaker understands it ; for 
the town of Rome was never the seat of the Exarcb 
as it was of the first six kings. Nor will he at all 
mend the matter, if with Forbes he suppose tbe 
kingdom of tbe Ostrogoths to be the seventh king; 
for Rome was ng more the seat of the Ostrogotbic 
princes than of tbe Exarchs. Nor yet will he find 
that Mr. Mede's scheme will help him out of th« 
difficulty; for tbe western demi-Cesars made 
Ravenna, not Rome, the seat of their government. 
Nay even this is not all : if tbe literal city of Rome 
be alone meant by the great city Babylon^ and if 
consequently aSual residence in Rome be necessary 
to the chara6ler of a king of Babylon (as it must if 
the rest of the empire be excluded)^ it will follow, 
even supposing tbe Pope to be the eighth king, that 
^be sixth king fell when Cpnstantine removed the 
6eat of government; and therefore that Rome was 
without a head, till tbe eighth king made his 

♦ See- Rev. xvii. 10, 11. + Comment, p. 226. 
i See jiiy Dissert. Vol. II. p, 183, 

appearance 
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appearance in the year 606. If the scheme of con-- 
fining Babylon to the mere town of Rome answer 
ill when the secular Babylon is considered, it will 
answer still worse when the ecclesiastical Babylon 
is considered. In the Apocalypse, the people of 
God are solemnly exhorted to comtontoi Babylon*. 
This has been usually understood by protestant 
expositors to mean a stri6l command to quit the 
communion of the Cburcb of Rome* That Church 
however before the Reformation extended even 
snore widely than the whole western empire : con« 
sequently the apocalyptic Babylon must extend no 
less widely. Otherwise, if we suppose it to mean 
only the literal city of Rome, a solemn exhortation 
will dwindle away into a most unmeaning prohibit- 
cion to buy or rent a house in thgt town, and to 
snake it the place of our abode. Babylon in short 
I take to be tbe whole Roman empire temporal and 
spiritual, as exhibited to us in a single point of view 
under the emblem of a harlot riding upon a ten'- 
horned beast. 

5. With regard to tbe seven , tbundersff it is a 
matter of no great importance to my main scheme 
whether they be the same as the seven vials or no* 
I think it most probable that they are the same, but 
I did not express my self po^iY/V^/y on thesubjeftif. 
Mr. Whitaker objedis, that the declaration tbe time 
shall not be yet cannot relate to tbe seven thunders, 
because the apostle then heard them utter their 

♦ Rev. xviii, 4. + Letter^ p. 17. 

% Dissert. Vol. i. p. 46. 

voices. 
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voices. I do not see the force of this objedion*. 
Supposing for a moment that the seven thunders are 
the same as the seven vials ^ and that the seven vials 
belong to the seventh trumpet ^ the sounding of them 
will then chronologically follow the second woe, 
with a description of which the 9th diap.concludcst: 
in that sense therefore St. John heard them. But 
he was commanded to seal them up and to write 
them not, because the time for unsealing them was 
not yet, biit in the days c^ the voice of the seventh 
angel; which (so far as his detail was concerned) 
St. John had not yet arrived at, having to go back 
(iais Mr. Whitaker himself justly thinks) to the 
beginning of the first woe4rumpet in the west;];. As 
soon however as he has brought us down to the 
point which he had before reached )|, he resumes the 

* Neither would Mr. Mede have been able to see it. He 
supposes the seven thtmtiers to be contemporary with the levettti ' 
trumpet as I do^ although he ananges the seven viah dWivcntly* 
He has expressed himself far more positivelyj than / have 
thought it prudent to do* ^'Neque non tubas septimac 
" contemporare possunt". scil. septem tonitrua. Comment. 
Apoc. in Tub. vii. 

% See Dissert. Vol. II. p. 317. Note. 

J Mr. Whitaker (and I believe very properly) suTOOses 
the first <woe to sound in the year 606. This introduces 
Mohatamedism in the East, and Papery in the West. The 
prophet has done with the history oi the eastern apostasy ; He 
therefore goes back to the commencement of the parallel 
history of the loestem apostasy or the tyranny oithe t*wo beasts. 

II In absolute stridness of speech, St. John at the close of 
the little hook had gone beyond it, because, the little book treats 
oi'the whole period of />J<' 1260 ^^i. See Dissert. Vol. I. p. 48. 

F subjeQ:| 
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subjefi, and writes in his account of the seven viaU 
the voices of the seven thunders which he had before 
sealed. This seems to me the most probable account 
of the matter; but, that it is Certainly the true one, 
I never positively asserted, nor do I now positively 
as$ert. When I said that Mr. Whitaker followed 
Virtringa, I meant simply to observe that Virtringa 
had advanced the same opinion ; whether the one 
had absolutely taken it from the other, I of course 
could not tell. But, even if such had been the 
case, it would surely have been no reproach to 
Mr. Whitaker. 

■ 6. That a burning mountain simply may be 
either a&ive or passive, is undoubtedly true*; but 
the question is, which of these two charaflers is most 
appropriate to the burning mountain of the second 
trumpet. In the parallel passage of Jeremiaht, 
while the mountain was a destroying mountain, it 
was aStive ; when it was set on fire and rolled down 
from the rocks, it was passive. Surely then in the 
Apocalypse when the mountain is set on fire, is 
heaved from its base^ and is cast burning into the 
sea or into the wild tumult of confli£ling nations; 
it must be esteemed passive rather than adtive: and 
I know not any symbol that could more forcibly 
describe the downfall of the Western empire in the 
midst of the bloodshed and tumult occasioned by the 
northern invaders, than the subversion of a blazing 
mountain and the casting of it into the sea. Where 
is the diflFerence between the rolling down from the 
rocks the burnt mountain of Jeremiah, and the tear^ 
ing up by the roots and rolling down into the sea 

♦ Letter^ p. 18. t Jcrem. li, 25. 

the 
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the burning mountain of St. John ? If a subverted 
mountain mean in one place a subverted empire^ it 
seems most natural to suppose that a subverted 
mountain in the other place should mean a subverted 
empire likewise. 

What Mr. Whitaker says respedirig tbe star in 
Numb. xxiv. 17. is perfeftly true. A star in tbe 
Jinnament denotes- a prince, denotes a vi&orious 
prince J if the context intimate as much. But this 
is not the point. The question is not, what a star 
in tbe abstradl means ; but what a fallen star means. 
Now from Isaiah I learnt, that a fallen x//ir means 
a dethroned king*. I concluded therefoFe that In the 
Revelation it meant the same« And, as I knew not 
any prince, to whom the prophecy could be suppo- 
sed to apply, that was hurled from his throne at 
this period, except tbe western emperor; I readily 
adopted Mr. Mede's interpretation of the symbol. 
But Mr. Whitaker objeds, that tbe last of the 
Roman emperorsdid nothing after his dethronements 
Neither does the prophecy say, that the star did any 
thing after its fall. It says indeed, that the rivers 
became bitter in consequence of its fall : and I shewed 
from history that such was the consequence of the 
downfall of the western Roman monarchy to tberi'* 
vers 01 settled governments of the Goths. Having 
completely destroyed the western empire^they began 
to quarrel most bitterly among themselves. 

7. What I meant respefling Mr.Whitaker*s idea 
that tbe well of tbe bottomless pit was tbe literal 
cave of Hera*^ is this. Tbe five prophetic months 
ought apparently to be dated from the time when 

♦ Letter, p. 20. 

F 2 jlpollyon 



1^1 

Apelly^m and his leasts issocd kam tb€ ccts^ml^a 
fitf die door of w\ath had presiaudy bem cipmri 
hf tbeJdtUn star. Bat Mob&mmed tssoed hmm 
the one cf Herm unjifrndr d br c siMgU iccmst m 
ibe year 606 G€ €(^ ; from cither of vhidi jcan if 
the conpotMon be nndr, it will not hold good: 
vherc39 fnm tbe spirihud bottcwsUss pit he isaed 
with Mr or two if bis Iccmsts^ or in other words 
began to hmg to light his inienol doftrfncs and 
nadc one or oro o( his first conrcrts, in tbe ysar 
613; fromwhidiif the conrpnrarion be madCy k 
will csatEdy bcid good« Proiridcd howcrcr dot 
the profrfiecy do not require tbefi^e wumtbs to be 
dated irom fik^ first issoingof Appc^yoa oat of the 
pit, as I had always conceived it did, I will gladly 
adopt Mr. Wbitakei's idea, the ingenoitjr of whidi 
pleases me greadj: hot I mochdoabt whether this 
can be sheira.* There seem to be onlj two periods 
bom which tbe fine montbs can reasonably be dated ; 
tbe opemng of tbe pit^ and tbe issMimg Jortb ^ 
Apcllyon. From tbe first we are both agreed diat 
they certainly cannot be dated; and from /AfisriMid 
th^ as certainly cannot, if Mr. Whitaker's scjieme 
be adopted, becaose Mobammed issued from tbe 
literal eaoe ttfHcra aboot tbe year 609 instead of in 
tbe year 6i^. 

* I koom that Mr. Whitakcr dates tiejhft mmah ffon Ae 
year 612, no kss dun myself; bat, according to Im mode of 
interpcetiiM; the prophecy, I ^ not quite dearly tec his 
authority for compotin^ them from that year. The only two 
epodift, nentfooed in t& prophecy itself, arc lhe§ ^mu ^ rfAe 
eavevAdfeumbtgfirArfAf^l^mdbhkimn, FromariBlnr 
of these epochs, according to ha mode of explaining ibeisatmg 
forth €f ApMfm from thf cmoe, does he 6sLVtd)efv€wmtbu 
Ltiut, p» 89* 

8.1 
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8. 1 fully agree with Mr.Whitaker, that the begin* 
ning of the 12th c. of the Revelation is one of the most 
difScult parts of the whole book; and I will frankly 
acknowledge that I adopted the interpretation which 
I have given of it, not as being satisfied with it even 
myself, but as thinking ic perhaps the best that I 
could meet with*. It is doubtless obscure ; but, I 
tbink,^ not more obscure or more unintelligible than 
as it it is stated by Mr. Mede and Bp. Newton. 
The former of these writers totally excludes C^« 
stantine from being intended by the man-cbild: the 
latter gives a kind of double interpretation of him» 
partly considering him as the mystic Christ and 
partly as Constantine. Possibly I should have 
done well not to have deviated at all from Mr. 
Mede's exposiriont; and possibly still better to 
have been totally silent respe^ng this part of the 
Apocalypse. This however I fauiifully pramisey 
that the moment I meet with a better interpretatioii 
I will most joyfully adopt it. But to suppose that 
the man^cbildy who is described with the verjr 
attributes of Christ, is the Emperor Constantine^ 
seems to me only to make conhision worse con* 
founded; and I had much rather retain Mr. Mede*s 
scheme with all its difficulties^ than embrace « 
position although san£tioned by the name of Bp. 

♦ Letter^ p. 21. 

f I of coarse mean so far only^ as what th man-ehildU sopu. 
posed by him to symboliKe in the abstroB. As for the we whidi 
he makes of his ahuraB interpretation of the symbol^ to <A«r I 
much doubt whether I shall ever be able to assent : for I 
cannot believe that the prophecy at all relates to the age of 
Constantino. 

NewtoE^ 
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Newton from which my understanding does and 
must revolt*. 

Yet, difiicult and obscure as the beginning of this 
chapter is, the rest of it is sufficiently plain. 
After apologizing therefore to Mr. Whitaker for 
saying that he had tbrougbout adopted Bp. Newton's 
scheme, I shall proceed to answer his replies to my 
five obje&ions^ or rather to the first four of them, for 
to the last he does not make any reply — My first 
objeElion was, Tbe improbability of the Apostle's 
turning so far back in bis story. To which Mr. 
Whitaker replies, that this rests solely on the 
asumption, that the history of tbe western cburcb 
was already commenced in the previous chapter, 
which he by no means allows, contending that it 
contains only the conne£):ing circumstances between 
the histories of tbe eastern and western cburcbes, 
and indeed merely as the members of the last come 
within the limits of the first. My answer is, that 
I have shewnt, both from the concurring opinions 
of our ablest commentators, and by a variety of 
difierent arguments, that the previous chapter 
(Rev. xi.) which is tbe first of tbe little booh has no 
manner of relation to tbe literal Jerusalem and tbe^ 
eastern cburcb; but treats entirely (like its three 

* Of all the interpretations of that most difficult symbol 
the man-child, which 1 h^ve yet met with, I scruple not to say 
that bad is the best. That which I adopted appeared to me 
as little objedlionable as any i but I wish not to conceaI> that 
it is very obje^ionable. A good interpretation of the 
fnystic man-child is a great deslderatium. That symbol is 
Ibc apocalyptic crux critkorum. 

+ Vide supra Argument. 4. 

successors) 
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successors) ottbe papal persecutions in the west^ and 
other matters compi^hended within the 1^260 years. 
My first objedion therefore remains in full force — 
My second ohjtSlion was^ that The supposing tbc 
dragon to be pagan Rome f'uns dire&ly counter to 
the unequivocal declaration of St. John that be is 
tbe devil. To this Mr. Whitaker has offered no 
reply that at all meets the question. I wish him to 
declare what he understands by tbe dragon : whether 
tbe devil simply; or tbe pagan Roman empire simply; 
or both one and tbe other; or tbe devil aSing 
tbrougb tbe pagan Roman empire. The last of 
these is what he seems to say in his Letter: but in 
his Commentary he perpetually wavers between tbc 
pagan empire^ tbe devil ^ and tbe devil adling tbrougb . 
tbe pagan empire. Thus in the note at p. 193 he 
appears to consider tbe dragon as being tbe pagan 
empire^ and the same as tbe ten-borned beast of 
Daniel*; at p. 191 he considers him as Satan 
adling tbrougb the ministry of tbe pagan emperors 
of Rome; at p. 199 he seems to consider him as 
tbe emperor Galerius^ from whom Constantine was 
delivered as tbe child was from tbe dragon; at 
p. 201 — 204 he considers him as the devil; and at 
p. 253, 254, he considers him as both tbe devil and 
the pagan emperors. I am willing however to 
abide by his last declaration in his Letter to Dr. 
Ogilvie respefting my Dissertation^ namely that he 
*' is tbe devil adling by bis instruments the pagan 
** emperors''. In this point then we are both 

♦ At least, if he do not mean this, I cannot discover with 
what propriety that note is brought forward to elucidate the 
chara^er of the dragoft. 

agreed^ 



[ 48 ] 

•greed, that he is the devil a&ing through tbi 
instrumentality of some power or another*: the only 
question between us is, What power f Mr. Whitaker 
thinks pagan Rome^ and I think papal Rome. I 
cannot find that he btings forward any argument 
to prove bis position, except the application of the 
prophecy to the times of the pagan emperors and 
the days of Constantine^ the propriety of which X 
altogether deny : whereas the arguments that / 
bring forward are these; that the seven heads and ten 
boms of the dragon are plainly the seven heads and 
ten horns of the revived beasts whence it seems most 
natural to suppose that the dragon a£ls through the 
instrumentality of the revived beast which Mr^ 
Whitaker supposes to be the Papacy and which I 
suppose to be the Roman empire in a papal state; 
and that this supposition is confirmed, by our finding 
that tbe war of the dragon with the woman is jmost 
expressly limited to tbe X'lGO years, the transa^ions 
of which occupy the whole of tbe little book of 
which the present is tbe second chapter. To this no 
answer is given, except the mere arbitrary dogma, 
thdX tbe 1^60 years are here spoken oiproleptically. 
But of this presently under the fourth obje£lion--« 
My third objedlion was, that The conjeSure that the 
man-child is Constantine is incongruous with tbe 

* I cannot refrain from expressing my wonder, that Mr. 
Whitaker should think it necessary to pat the following 
qneres : ** What are tbe ten bortuf Is Mr. Faber prepared to 
*' say that these form a specific charadleristic of the de<ui!f 
•* when z&iTigm propria persona?*' I thoaght I had used a 
soflicient degree of precision to preclude the necessity of any 
tceh inquiries. See my Dissert. Vol. I. p. 83. and Vol. IL 
p. Ill, 138. 

analogy 
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inudogy of tertphiral language. Mr. Whitakefli 
reply to this objedion is as little to the point, as bii 
reply to the last: it is in iaft no reply at all. He 
acknowledges that the phrase rule tbem with a rod 
of iron is not used in Stripture of any person but 
our blessed Lord*: •* unless", he adds as tf very 
unwilling to concede what he is compel!^ td 
concede, ^* it may in the second psalm be considered 
" as spoken primarily of David*'. If Mr. Whitaker 
will carefully read over the second psalm, he wilt, 
I am persuaded, retrad this exception, and confess 
that harsh indeed must be the criticism which caia 
suppose the second psalm to relate even primarily 
to David. What he says, resptffting the itOH yohi 
and tbe iron empire of Rome, is a mere lame attempt 
to bolster a bad cause. This is all that he hais mA 
in favour of his own system, from which he makey 
a rapid digression to mine. Now, even allowing 
that mine is quite as bad as he represents it, (and 1 

• As for Rev. ii. 27, I see* not the propriety with wbich' 
tliat text can be aiddaced— Oor Lord is plainly the ^ersen» 
who (properly speaking) alone ndtg nvkk a ml efirwt: and be 
here promises, apparency in allusion to the day of God'agiesc 
controversy with the nations when the AntkbrisHim cmfeiera^ 
shall be for eter broken, that' every faithfol disciple shall 
wtier Mm do the same. But I caniiot perceive how this passate^ 
which sufficiently explains itself, can aathorize as to say tSar 
the num^cbild utiba rules mS naiminjifitb a fodoftrem is Com/intfsaf^ 
Had it indeed ever been said, as in Rev. ii. 26, 27, that Christ 
wonld give fvwer to tbenuouchild thut he should mle^ 
nations with a rod of iron, we should have been sure that At 
num^cbdi was not Cbrist, but either some rndsvidttal or sMif itt^ 
ofittdividuals : not a word of explanation however is added ; and 
heis simply represented with an attribute, wMchi2r/air beloiq;i 
exclusively to our Lord, Letter, p. 89. 

have 
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have already stated that I am so little satisfied with 
my own exposition of the man^cbild^ that I am 
ready to give it up whenever a better is proposed), 
bow does the badness of mine improve Mr. IVbiU 
aher's? I consider this third objeflion, like the 
two former, as remaining totally unanswered — Mf 
fourth obje&ion was, that The prolepiis, of wbicb 
Bp. Newton and Mr. Wbitaker speak, and on wbicb 
indeed tbe wbole of tbeir system depends, bas no 
warrant from tbe plain language of tbe prediSlion. 
Mr. Wbitaker answers me by saying, that tbe war 
in heaven between Michael and tbe dragon, and 
other subsequent events^ were prior in point ot time 
to tbe flight of the woman into tbe wilderness : and 
he adds, that this I have left unnoticed. A more 
aingular answer I never met with: it is a complete. 
petitio principii. Allow Mr Wbitaker to interpret 
tbe war between Michael and tbe dragon in his own 
way; and then I readily grant that it must be prior 
in point of time to tbe flight of tbe woman at tbe 
commencement of tbe 1!260 days: but the propriety 
of this interpretation, lo farfrom leaving it unnoticed, 
is the very thing that I controvert. But Mr. 
Wbitaker appeals to the text; and says, that I 
contradi6); it in declaring that tbe war between 
Michael and tbe dragon took place subsequent to 
the flight of tbe woman into tbe wilderness at the 
beginning of tbe \^&),days. I also appeal to the 
text; and let the reader determine between us» 
After describing tbe attack made by tbe dragon upon 
the woman, the apostle proceeds to speak of bet 
flight; which, when untortured by critical refine« 
ttient, plainly appears to be tbe consequence of that 
attack. Let St. John however speak in his own 

worda# 
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words. ^ And the dragon stood before the woman 
which was ready to be delivered, for to devour 
her child as soon as it was bom. And she brought 
forth a man-child, who was to rule all nations 
with a rod of iron : and her child was caught up 
unto God, and to his throne. And the woman 
** fled into the wilderness, where she hath a place 
" prepared of God» that they should feed her there 
'* a thousand two hundred and three score days; 
And there was war in heaven; Michael and his 
angels fought, against the dragon, and th^ 
dragon fought and his angels". Now I 
confidently appeal to the unbiassed reader, whether 
it be most agreeable to the text to suppose that this 
ivar took place before the flight of the woman, ot 
after her flight; in other words, before the commence 
nunt of the 1260 days, or rf«r/>i^ their continuance. 
I likewise ask him, whether he can discover the 
slightest hint of that ^ prolepsis^ which is the very 
key-stone of Mr. Whitaker*s system. If then the 
"War in heaven took place subsequent to the comr> 
mencement oi the 1260 days^ let it mean what it 
may, it certainly cannot mean the struggle between, 
Paganism and Christianity* In a subsequent part 
of the prophecy, Sc.'^John again mentions theflight 
of the woman, and her sojourn in the wilderness 
during the three times and a half. This I throw 
into a parenthesis, and consider as a mere repetition^ 



1 
\ 



■ ^ It is not improbable that the repetition may have been 
made to teach us that the 1^0 days of: St, John are the, same 
J)eriod as th^ three times and a half of Daniel. It is worthy of 
remark, that the latter never styles the three times and a half 
1260 days i nor the former^ except in this single passage^ the 
J260 days tiree times and a half. 

G 2 which 



ppliieh it certainly must be, unless .we suppose ti^# 
1960 d^ysXo have two different commencements^ and 
iie woman to take two flights into the wilderness. 
;As for tjic fea/ oonunencement of <6^ 1260 days^ 
fJie Aposcle plainly fixes it to the era of the woman's 
flight fiom the dragon^ and represents it as preceding 
ibe war in heaven. To these arguments let the , 
feader add the following one, and I think the 
questimi of the proUpsis will be decided for even 
Both Bp. Newton and Mr. Whiuker allow, that 
the little book contains the 11th, 12tfa, 13th, and 
14th chapters oi the Revelation. Now it is hard 
lomy why this little book should be distingubfaed 
ift'Om the greater book except for the purpose of 
preserving stri6l unity of a£tion, and describing the 
events of some one particular period. But both 
JKpn. Newton and Mr. Whicker acknowledge, 
tJi^t the Heb, 13tb, and 1 4th chapters relate excup* 
^V0ly IQ tbepm^d oj l*iSO days; although the 
Iffteg of these writers differs (as we have seen) from 
i^fi^ry ct^pe&tblecommenutor in laying the scene 
af the 1 1th chapter in the literal Jerusalem. Such 
l^if^g the case, is it not evident, that the whole sym* 
nielry and dtrruhgtmtntof the little bookis completely 
t^stprted and violated, by referring tbe second of its 
fpur^bapters to the ^ys of primitive Christianity 
and tbe ag4 of Consent ine; and the first, tbe third, 
fmd tbe fourth, to tbe period of the 1^60 days? 1 ' 
maintain, that this objedion would have applied 
with very great force to the system ctf these autnors, 
even supppsiilg tbe 1 260 days had never once be^o 
mentioned in tbe second chapter of the little book i 
Ifift^ when we; find them mo^t expressly mentioned, 
and when the general context and arrangement of 

the 
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ibe liitUbook plainly require that tbi$ second ^bapUt 
should be rderred to the same period as the one 
which precedes it and the two which succeed it^ the 
objedion then applies with Un-fold force; aad 
seems to me to quash most completely the arbitrary 
notion at the prolepsi^ — My fifth obje&ion was, 

that 

* It may not be amiss to observe^ that, .even if wt Mow tie 
Jlwht cftheimmam to be first mentioned /#^^6^^, tbcfcheaie 
of my antagonist willonljr be rid oihalfM% difficulties. Mr* 
M^i taker says, that the *wontan fled into the wilderness 16 
consequence o^the dragoti^s {^tcavA) feneemtum^ and that fat 
)iersecuted her when he saw that he was cast to i^#«rA^, whioh 
was the event of his war with Michael. For this V refeiai 
me to ver. 13, 14; which he tauntingly supposes most haTC 
slipped out of the copy which I used. Arguing then with 
him for a moment according to his own statement, we dui}l 
soon see what will be the conseqaenoe of it. If the prophet 
nieant to intimate^ that the mmmnn fled intP die wildemew is 
the i4tJi vexse and not in the 6th verse, then/^ 1260 ^£9* 
must commence in the 1 4th verse. And if thejr 
commence in the 14th verse, then the events predidled 
in the three succeeding verses, most htfottrri9r to their cois* 
mcncement. Bat Mr. Whitaker tays, that the IS60 tk^i 
commenced ia tbijMr 606 : and yet he maintains that the /hot 
which the devil cast out of his moqth, uSufMeMt by his qwq 
account to the JUfht of the ^dfrian mto ibe nvddemett, means tie 
imtpihn 9/ the mrtiem natnm which mined the empire. Thh 
irruption however, so far from taking place after the ammaa'A 
fight into the wilderness in the year 606 and at the commetKemeMt 
ofthe 1260 dajs, took ]plsice hmg before it. For thjC Gojtbt 
burst into the empire at the death of Theodosius in tie year 
395, and completely efFefted the downfall of its western half 
in the year 476. Now in his letter (p. 20. line 8, 9^.) hk' 
expressly says, that it is the firtt mention of the 'woman* tfigai 
that is proleptical : whence we must infer,- that he esteems is&r 
second mention of it to be not proleptical. What right theoj 
even upon his own principles, has he to apj^y the flood v^hick 
the dragon cast out of his mouth to the hruptkm of the northern 
natkmf Is thisxlifficulty to be salved by a second prolepsis ? 

Are 



chat Both the woman and the dragon are said tobg 
im heaven at the same time; that heaven is the symbid 
€f either temporal or spiritual polity; and that, 
take it in whichever senu we please, the 
woman and the devil a3ing through the pagan 
empire, were not in heaven together at the period 
when Bp. Newton supposes the vision to commence. 
For^ so long as the empire continued pagan, the 
woman was in the ecclesiastical heaven, but not in 
the temporal heaven ; and the agent y through which 
Mr. IVhitaker supposes the droil to aS namely the 
pagan empire^ was in the temporal heaven but not in 
the ecclesiastical heaven. Hence it is plain, that at 
the period assigned by him for the opening of the 
vision, the woman and the dragon were not together 
in the same heaven, as the apostle represents them to 
b^. To this objedion Mr. Whitaker attempts 
not to give an ansirer, because truly be has gone so 
deeply into my former objeQions that he thinks it 
quite unnecessary. It appears however, that not 
one of those obje&ions has he been able to remove ; 
and I incline to believe that the present will prove 
equally refradory. We must plainly seek for a 
time when the woman, and the power which the 
dragon uses as bis agent, were in one and the same 
heaven. The power however is indisputably the 

Art we to be told, that both iq the 6th verse and the 14th verse 
thejligbf of the ivoman " is mentioned by anticipation?" I cannot 
help thinking, that this savours very much of what Mr. 
M^hitaker not improperly calls an interfretatm graffed on the 
frfdidkn. Letter, p, 83. 

* See this argument drawn out at length in my Dissert. 
Vol. II. p. 103, 104. 
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Roman empire. But tbe woman and the Roman 
empire were never in tbe same heaven together till 
the days of Constantine: therefore tbe pagan 
Roman empire is necessarily excluded, and conse« 
quently tbe Christian Roman empire U as necessarily 
intended. This empire, thus in tbe same heaven 
with tbe woman , Satan did not begin to use as his 
tool till tbe commencement of tbe 19,60 days: there- 
fore the vision opens with his attack upon tbe woman 
at that period, and with his casting down from 
beaten a third part of the stars, or the bishops of 
the Roman empire. Thus it is, I think, indispu- 
table, that tbe second chapter of the little book 
relates to the events of tbe 1260 days, and 
consequently synchronizes, as I had supposed it to 
do, with tbe three other chapters of tbe little book. 
In short, whatever difficulty there may be respecting 
the interpretation of the man-child (and there are 
wonderful difficulties), every other symbol and 
every other particular in this vision iare sufficiently 
plain. It relates to the persecution of the true 
churchy by the papal Roman empire under the 
influence of tbe devil, during the allotted period of 
three times and a half or 1260 days. 

9. I shall begin my answer to what Mr. Whitaker 
says respefling tbe wounded bead of tbe beast* with 
apologizing to him for having represented him as 
saying, that thejifth or didlatorial head is a distinSl 
head from tbe Papacy, and that the wound which 
tbe one received was healed by the rise of tbe other . 
I have certainly, though very undesignedly, misun^ 
derstood him* Had he expressed himself with the 

• Letter^ p. 27, 

same 
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mne |irecision in his Camnunt&ry that he hasdone 
in his Letter^ the mistake would never have been 
made. In id&^ the veiy passage, which he dtes 
from his Commentary^ was that which mided me. 
The passage is this: *' The eighth^ it wau dedaied^ 
^ should be the beast itself, but who, considered as 
^ a head, was one of the seven recovered from hia 
^ deadly woand*\ Bjr these words I thought 
Mr W&taker designed to teach us, that, although 
the Pope was, striftly speaking, the eigbtb^ yet from 
his strong resemblance to a DiSator he might in 
some sort be considered as the DiSatorml bmd 
revived: and thus that tbe beast might in one sense 
be said to have eigbt beads, and in another sense 
only seven. That Mr. Whitadker intended absolutely 
and literally to maintain, that tbe Plapacy was tbe 
DiSatorsbip, did indeed never once occur to met 
nor could I have believed that any man would 
have seriously made such an assertion, were not chat 
part of his Letter now open before me wherein he 
accuses me of saying, that be considers tbe Papacy 
as a distinS bead from tbe DiSatorsbip ; whereas 
he considers them all the while as one and tbe same 
bead, and allows tbe Papacy to be a bead only as 
being tbe DiSatorsbip. While I very sincerely 
apologize for my first mistake, I may be allowed to 
express a hope that I have not again misunderstood 
him. To the best of my judgment, he means to say, 
that tbe Papacy and tbe DiSatorsbip are one and tbe 
same bead; and t bat tbe Di&atorsbip was restored 
wben tbePapacy arose : so that, in reality, tbe Papacy 
is tbefiftb bead of tbe beast. On these grounds I 
am prepared to argue with him : and, if I thought 
his supposed former opinion untenable, and the 

arguments 



arguments broUghi; in support of it inconclusive; I 
think his present avowed opinion yet more untenable^ 
and his arguments yet more inconclusive. 

The first question is, whether the Di£latorship 
he that head of the beast which received its death* 
stroke from a sword Nothing that the Apostle 
says gives the least warrant for such a notion. 
" Five'\ says he, " are fallen". fFbat five are 
fallen, we ate all agreed; Kings, Consuls, Decern* 
virs. Military tribunes, and Di6iators. The 
extind;ion of all these heads the prophet describes 
by one word fallen ; as if he considered them as so 
many exuvite of t be keast ^vrhich he successively shed 
without any very striking^ or at least without any 
very peculiarly striking, occurrence that marked the 
fall of any one of them. Five are fallen. He 
does not say, Four are fallen^ and one is slain by the 
sword: but simply, Five are fallen. Hence the. 
probability is, that tbe slain head is not any one of 
the five, which St. John indiscriminately represents 
as having fallen at the time when he wrote. Accor- 
dingly every commentator, that I have met with 
before Mr. Whitaker, takes it for granted as a thing 
of course, that, whatever bead may have been slain 
with the sword, it certainly can be none of the five 
first heads, because they are alike described as 
having simply fallen* 

But how does Mr. Whitaker prove tbe DiSator^ 
ship to be the slain bead? I will give his own words. 
•* Which then of the previous heads has been 

wounded to death? For tbe merely having fallen 

will not come up to the description by which 
** the fate of this is distinguished from that of the 
** other heads. The kings were. only ^x/»^//^i, the 

H "consuls 
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« consols were superseded. Two oedy of the 
^ decemvirs were fmt to deatb^ and neither of tbem. 
as it appears^ by the sword; the miliiary tnboiies^ 
*' were only laid aside; bat the last perpetaal 
Di&ator was wounded to death by the sword^ ancl 
a vote of the senate passed, declaring that the 
offices should never be revived-^*The diSator, 
'* which received the wound by the swords was a 
" perpetaal didator and pontifex maximas— 
'* Augastulas, in whom the imperial line ceased, 
'' was€fDiydeposed,notputtodeath,hyOdoMXi^. 
From this statement I condaded (and will the 
reader blame me?), that Mr. Whitaker supposed 
St. John to have represented the diSatorial bead as 
wounded to death fy the sword^ because the indivi^ 
dual Julius Cesar was slain by the sword of assassins: 
and I observed, that I could not comprehend how 
a wound of that noivrr could be healed by therise 
ef the Papacy; for, in the prophecy .'^ the self •same 
womnd^ that is inflided, is healed. If, in making 
this remark, I go near to represent Mr. Whitaker 
as '* supposing that Julius Cesar was to rise again 
*^ and become pope*'t; the blame rests with the 
&ultiness oihis system, not with the inference which 
may be drawn from my remark. '* But", says Mr. 
Whitaker, ** Mr. Faber's next ground of censure is 
his supposition" {supposition only!) ''that I 
conceive the murder of an individual only to be 
meant by the death of an head, whereas I had 
spoken of the recovery of the diSatorial and 
pontfficial government of Rome in one person, 
which had been separated by the assassination of 

* Coounent. p, 314, 815. t Letter, p. 88. 
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** yidins Cesar ^ when the senate to9 passed a dec^ 
*^ that the office of didMor should never bertmuid'^%. 
What Mr. Whitaker intends hy this passage I 
cannot clearly discovcJc. Does be mean; to sajf^, 
that ibe diS&torial bead is described as being slain 
by a sword, because the individual Julius Cesar was 
assassinated^ or because the office of didator was 
jsuppressed by a decree of the senate f liihe first; 
my censure was just, and I can comprehend now as 
little as I could before, how the wound of the indivi* 
dfual Cesar could be healed by the rise of the Bapacy: 
if the second ; I cannot see why the diSatoricd hmsd 
should be said to be slain by a swords because the 
senate suppressed the dilator ship. But the truth is^ 
Mr. Whitaker has most singularly confounded the 
murder of a mere individual with the slaying of a 
form of government by the sword. Whatever may 
be the precise import of the phrase, of this at least 
we may be sure, that the killing of a form ofgooem* 
ment can never mean the killing rf a man. B^. 
Newton supposes that it was the sixth bead that 
was slain by the sword, on the ground that the sisib 
or imperialforfn of government experienced a violent 
political death from the Gothic sword. I Aink his 
Lordship mistaken, both because he appears to me 
not to have formed a right idea in the abstra& of 
what is meant by killing a beast^ and because hit 
interpretation will not hold good evtn upon his 
own principles ; for the imperial head was not slain 
in the sense in which he supposes it to be slain by 
the gothic sword, but continued to exist many ages 
after in the dty whither it had been translaf^ by 

f tetter^ p« 89« 

H 9 Constantine 
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Conshmtine tnore than a century before its imagined 
.tetinfiion. Yet I do not objeft to his interpreta* 
tioa on. - the ' same groands that I do to Mn 
Whitaker^s. Whether the man Augustulus bad 
been slain by the *sword^ or had not been slain by the 
sword^ would not have made the Bishop's system 
one jot either better or worse: for, sl^ his Lordship 
tightly judged, the death of a head had nothing to 
do with the death of a man. The reader will 
probably have anticipated me in observing Mr. 
Whitaker's extreme inconsistency and repugnancy 
to St. John in his manner of stating one important 
part of the question. - He takes it for granted, that 
the head slain by the sword must have been so slain 
before the days of the Apostle. Hence he asks, 
^* Which of the previous heads had been wounded 
** to death? For the merely having fallen will not 
'* come up to the description, by which the fate 
^^ of this is distinguished fix>m that of the other 
•* heads"*. Nothing can be more just than this 
last remark; and, as I have already stated, it is one 
reason^ among others why^ I must flatly deny the 
diSatorship to be the slain head. The merely 
having fallen does not come up to the idea of being 
slam by a sword: but the apostle represents the five 
first beads, one of which was the diSatorMp, as 
merely having fallen : therefore not one of thoi,t five 
beads can be the head slain by the sword. How 
often must I be compelled to repeat, what Mr. 
Whitaker seems most unaccountably to have over- 
looked;.. Five are fallen; not Four are fallen and 
one is slain by the sword; huxFive are fallen? 

•.Conuvnt. p. 214. 

I quite 



C 61 3 

» 

I quite agree with Mr. Whitaker in tliiflkJngl 
that the phtnsewbicb was.nsnot, andyetis.denotm 
the existence of the beast 'previous to bis being 
mortally wounded, bis non-existence ivbile be lay 
dead in cdnsequence of tbe W(mnd> in^idted nfmMe 
of bis bends, and bis re-^exi^tence when that deadly 
wound xvas'bealed*: but,' byi His^restrlGlmg th< 
phrase (although he has ^itHe authority bf 
Mr, Mede- for ^ restri^ing 'it) to the days of 
the Apostle, he completieiy confutes himself^ 
even independent of every t^ing that has alread/ 
been said. It is not declared restri&ively^ 
that only tbe slain bead ceased to be, but that tbe 
beast bimself ceased to bet. < But how did tbe 
Rotnan beast cease to be^ in any sense that the 
words are capable of, by tbe mere falling of tbe 
di&atorial bead? Is Mr. Whitaker prepared to 
say, that the beast was not in the days of St. John ? 
And, if he can not say this, what better proof can we 
have that he is quite mistaken m restriding the 
phrase wbicb was, is not, and yet is, to the age of 
the Apostle ? I am aware, that he wishes us to 
understand the phrase as meaning nothing more 
than that tbe beast bad ceased to exist under bis 
diSlatorial bead wben tbe apostle wrote^; but I can 
discover nothing either in the text or in tbe context 

* See my Dissert, Vol. II. p. 160, 161, 162. 

+ " ti;e hedsty that was, and is not, and yet 18*% 

Rev. xvii. 8. 

I Letter, p. 28.—- Comment, p. 214» 

that 
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that fntt warr^t such a gloss*. Let the carefbl 
fcader hoirevlrr turn to the passage in question, and 
jtidgie for himseli Mr. Wbitaker says, he ** would 
tf he&rtUy . thadk me for having induced him to 
*^ reconsider so dosely the passage, and thence 
A' discover both so incontroveitible a proof of the 
^' period to which these words are to be referred, 
^' and such a confirmation of his own interpretation^ 
^* but that it might look as if he exulted in the 
^ explt>sion of mine"t. It would have been better, 
for more reasons than one, if this iU-judged sarcasm 
had been omitted. 

I have one niore point to settle, brfore this part 
of the sttbjed is dismissed. Mr. Wbitaker posi- 
tively asserts, that tbe Papacy and tbe DiSaiorsbip 
constitute jointly only one bead, and, in short, that 
tbe Papacy is only a bead as being tbe DiStatarsbip. 
Hoir does he prove this extraordinary assertion j;? 
He says, that ** a most striking similitude is proved 
^* between the head that was formerly wounded, 

* Mr. Mede's gloss is somewhat simiUr to Mt. WUtaker*! 
and as little warranted by the text. He supposes, that the 
bewt «iMu, beeanse when the apostle wrote he had ceased to 
exist under hia five first heads i ismt^ because not under his 
y^t fntorelast head; and tr, because then under his sixth 
Iliad. See his Works, B. v. C. 12. 

f Letter, p. 30, 31. 

X It was in consequence of my never dreaming that he had 
mode sock an asseftioa, an4 my supposing on the contrary that 
be considered the Papaty as one bead and the Diaatorsbip ^ as 
mother, that he complains of my havbg misrepresented him. 
I have already apologized for my innocent and (1 am sure) 
my undesigned mistake. 
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** and that which has for nmny Ages despottcattjf 
*' ruled at Roine''* Thajt there is a cQXi3iideraUi( 
degree of re^emklancc between the pontr exercised 
by the DiB^er and the pdver clamed (be it 
observedt) by tb§ Pope^ I am by no means dispoMl 
to deny» But» even iitbe Pope had been ^Uonred 
to exercise the di^torial power (which he nevet 
was), I should still have to learn how similitude 
can constitute identity. C is veiTy like G , yet C i( 
not G. Still less can the Papacy be the DiHatorr 
sbip^ merely because the power claimed by (he one 
is like the power exercised by the other. St> 
thought the more judicious Bp. Newton^ " 2%r 
*' Pope'\ says he, ** is the most perfeS likeness and 
^' resemblance of the ancient Roman emperors' h 
Hence, supposing the image oftbe beast to mean 
the effigies oftbe beast ^ he supposed tbe Pope to b^ 
t bat image. . Yet he never fancied, that ibis simili-' 
tude authorized him to say, that tbe Pope was, an 
Emperor ; or that tbe Papal head was tbe Imperial 
Jbead recovered from its deadly wound, so that tbe 
Emperorship and tbe Papacy constituted jointly 
only one bead. 

On the whole, I think that Mr. Whitaker ha^ 
not been able to establish either ot his position). 

♦ Comment, p. 216, 

+ Mr, Whitaker, and all those writers who w///make the 
l^apacy a head of the beasts perpetually tell os of the extravagant 
chims made by the Popes to universal temporal dominioD: ^I 
want to see the proofs of the power elamed^ being aih-wtdveA 
exercised. Re^peding all that I have writtei^ on this subjfl^^ 
Mr. Whitaker preserves a most profound silence. Sec iiiy 
Dissert. Vol. IL p. 142—148. 

He 
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He steaa to me neither to have prored that the 
DiSatorsbip iitbe bead that was slain by the sword^ 
nor that tbe Papacy and the DiSatorsbip constitute 
jointly one bead of tbe beast. To this I will 
ventoreto add, that he will find it no easy matter 
U% iirore faom history, that tbe Papacy can, with any 
degree of proprie^, be at all accoonted a bead. 

10. Respeding the meaning of tbe apocalyptic 
barvest, Mr.WhiUkc^ has not quoted all that I said 
upon his opinion ot it*. I did not represent him 
as only supposing that tbe barvest and tbe vintage 
designate a funber barvest to tbe Gospel by tbe call 
of tbe Jeit% and tbe coming in of tbe Gentiles^. I 
have turned to the passage in his Commentary to 
which he refers me, and find that it was the ambiguity 
of its expression which led me to conclude that he 
jointly spoke of tbe barvest and tbe vintage as 
designating ** a further harvest to the Gospel by the 
'* caJl of tbe Jews, and the coming in of the fulness 
** of the Gentiles, and the vengeance of heaven 
** wrecked, in the land of Judea itself, on those 
^* who have apostatized from the truth". From his 
manner of punduation I thought that he meant to 
refer all tbe tbree clauses yomiiy to tbe barvest and 
tbe vintage. Had he placed a semicolon instead 
of a comma between tbe Gentiles and and tbe 
vengeance of beaven, thus ascribing tbe two first 
clauses to the harvest exclusively ^ and tbe third to 
the vintage exclusively^ I should not have misun- 
derstood him. I think no other apology than this 
necessary to a man who can charge me with 
intentional misrepresentation by warning his 

• Letter, p. 31. + Dissert. Vol. II. p. 313. 

correspondent 
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I 

torrespondent ^^ of fny babit of assnming mnc^ 
•* more than my premises will warrant'*, . ' 

Mr. Whitakcr docs not seem to be aware, that 
one of the ablest critics either of this or of any other 
age has positively declared that a barvest nerer 
symbolizes a judgment; or, I think, he would Have 
strengthened himself with such t^<ry gfva^authoritjti 
I will briefly state the grounds ot my bcKeving^ 
with Mede, Newton, Lowman, and other writers, 
that tbe apocalyptic harvest d^otes a judgment. 

Mr. Mede, who has elaboraMy and minutely 
discussed the point, observes^ that the idea of d 
harvest includes tbree ibings; tbe reaping of the 
corn, tbe gathering of it in, and tbe ibresbingofit: 
whence it is made a type in Scripture of two dirdft 
opposites ; of destruSHon^ when tbe reaping and 
tbe tbresbing are considered; of restitution ani 
salvation, when tbe in-gatberin^ is C0Qsidered*« 
The great critic from whom I nave presumed ta 
diflFer, separates tbe tbresbing from tbe harvest, vx 
Jerem, li. 33; allowing that fbe tbresbing denot^$ 
judgment, but denying that the harvest has ever sncti 
a signification. The text in question does npt 
appear to me to warrant this separation. ^^ The 

daughter of Babylon is like a tnreshing floor, it 

is time to thresh her : yet a IHtIc while and the 
^< time of her harvest shall come". Here the tims 
tjf her harvest seems to be used as synonjrmous with 
tbe tbresbing of her: and, if this be the case, her 
harvest is a harvest ofvoratb. Or, if i^t deny th^t 
they are synonymous, and separate theip from eac^ 
other^ shall we be authoriced by the plaia import 

♦ Mtede^s Works, B. ill. i. 620. 

I of 
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of the text to sayi thzt the tbresbing of BabyUm 
denotes indeed a signal judgment about to befalls 
ber; but that ber harvest^ which in a little while is 
coming, means some signal mercy about to be^ 
vouchsafed to ber? Does not the text| on the. 
contrary, force us to think with Mede, that tbe 
threshing is considered as a part of the harvest; and 
that they both alike typify God^s vengeance upon 
Babylon? But, however this may be, there is 
another passage, in which both tbe reaping and tbe 
in-gathering of tbe harvest are used to symbolize 
an aQ;, not of mercy ^ but oi judgment. Speaking 
(A the dispersion of the house of Israel, and of the 
veiy small remnant that should be left in the land,. 
Isaiah uses the allegory both of tbe harvest^ and ot 
tbe conclusion of tbe vintage and olive^^eason*. ** In 
'^ that day it shall come to pass, that the glory of 
<< Jacob shall be made thin, and tbe fatness of his 
*^ nesh shall wax lean: and it shall be, as when the 
" harvest»man gathereth the corn, and his arm 
'* reapeth the ears; and it shall be as he that 
gathereth ears in the valley of Repbaim. Yet 
gleaning gnipcs shall be left in it, as the shaking 
of an oUve-tree, two or three berries in the top of 
the uppermost bough, four or five in the outmost 
** bianoies of its firuitfulness'^t. 
. Thus, I think, it appears in the general, that a 
harvest symbolizes^agreeably to Mr.Mede's opinion, 

* It was precisely in thii manner that 1 thought Mr. 
Whitaker understood ti^ iaront and tJbe nwttap as zjoini dduUt 
tyfi both ofemvfrsm and dtstrtMox, for which unintentional 
inistakt I lecdred so mereiless a castigstion from hknr 

f Isaiah, xtIi* 4, 6, 6* 

th^ 
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the two opposites oi judgment and merey. How w* 
are to understand it in any particular passage, must 
be determined by the context. Now the context 
of tbe apocalyptic harvest seems to me most defi* 
nicely to teach us, that a harvest of judgment is 
intended. Throughout the whole book of 
Revelation; with the exception of a few places which 
sufficiently explain themselves*, the earth is used 
as a symbol oHbe Roman empire pagan and papal. 
Upon this earth all the vials of God's wrath are 
poured out, whatever subsequent distin6Hon may 
be made in their effusiont. It is the vine of this 
earth that is to be gathered, when her grapes are 
fully ripe : and it is the ripe harvest ot this self' 
same earth that is to be reaped, when the time for 
reaping is come;};. Here we may note, that it it 
not, as in our Lord's parable||, said to be the harvest 
of ajieldj which is afterwards formally explained 
to mean the whole world: but, as the sickle is thrust 
into the earth to gather the vine of the earthy so is 
the sickle likewise thrust into the earth to reap tbe 
harvest of the earth. If then the earth mean the 
Roman Empire in the case of the vintage, which can 
not reasonably be doubled, since those t|iat are cast 
into the wine*press are the Roman beast, the false 
prophet, and the kings of that same earth, and since 
(according to the acknowledged principles of sjmr 
bolical imagery) the vine of tbe earth must denote 

* Such as Rev, xx. 8, 9, 1 1 • and xxi. i^ 24. 
t Rtv«.xvi« !• i Read attentively Rev* xiv« 14r— >20« 

n Matt. xUi. 24, 38. 

12 tbe 
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the cerrupt cburcb of the viystk BabylaH, whose 
ibo0iioal;ian8,^--wliose ripe clusters of iniquity ,-~ 
will ev^ntuaUy occasion the ruin of its supporter 
tbe secular beast*: if, I say, the earth mean ibe 
Raman. empire in the case of the vintage^ must we 
aot conclude from the almost studied similarity of 
phraseology used by the prophiet, that the eartb 
mesaxs lU^ewise the Roman empire in the case of the 
harvest f And, if this be allowed, what idea can 
we annex to a reaping of the harvest of the Roman 
empir^f which, like the grapes of that same empire^ 
is declared to be ripe, except that of some tremendous 
judgmsnt that should precede the vintage and more 
or less affe£l the whole empire f In such an opinion 
adso we shall be the more confirmed by finding, that 
a judgment about to befall Babylon^ the constant 
apocalyptic type of the Reman church and empire^ ii 
Toy Jerenuah expressly termed a harvest. This 
difference indeed there is between the two prophets, 
tjiat Jeremiah dwells upon the third part of the 
luirvest, the threshing; while St. John sele& the- 
imagery of tbe^st part, the reaping: yet I cannot 
iNit think* that the context of both passages suffidU 
notiy slkGw$, that a harvest of judgment ^ not of mercy ^ 
]§ intended. The apocalyptic harvest, by being 
oon&ned to the earth, or the Roman empire, camioe 
denote either the general in-gathering if Judah 
and Israel^ or the universal irffinx of all nations to 
the Millennian church: and since, like the vintage, 
it is exclusively confined to the idolatrous and 
persecuting Rotnan empire, since, in both cases the 
(icklt ift equally thrust into tbii empire; I feel 

myself 
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my.self compeUed to conclude, that, like tbtvintagi^ 
it denotes same signal judgment. This judgment I 
have supposed to be the first part of the third woe; 
a woe, which must be expefled to mark a period in 
history no les8:striking than the successtre founding 
of the Saraceniciaid Turkish empires; atro^,whicb 
is ushered in by an event no less singular tfaaa 
definite, the fall of a tenth part of the great Roman 
city or of one . of the ten original GotbicihRoman 
monarchies by an earthquake. Tins judgment m 
short I have supposed to be the horrors of the 
second French revolution and its immediate conse-^ 
quenceSy commencing on the ISth of August 1799, 
and ushered in by the fall of the monarchy both 
arbitrary and limited which at that time was the 
only one that remained of the ten original kingdoms; 
a revolutions which in thou consequences^ or (to 
adopt the prophetic phraseology) during the reaping 
of the harvest of the earthy has been felt to the 
remotest parts of the Roman empire: and as yet I 
have seen no reason to alter my. opinion; 

1 1. The next point, which we have to consider^ 
is the proper chronological arrangement of the, 
seven vials*, fip. Newton and myself believe, that 
the seventh trumpet begins to sound before any ono 
of the "Seven viah is poured out, and ^at it inehides 
within itself as so many component parts all the 
seven vials, just as the seventh seal itadudes within 
itself sil the seven trumpets: Mr. Whiiaker on Ae 
contrary maintains, that aJl the seven vials precede 
the sounding of the seventh trumpjet; which he 
(onceives to be the same as the last trump at the day 

• Letter^ p. 33. 
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of judgment mentioned by St. Paul*, and after 
which he has never been taughtt to look for any 
thing but the resurre^on and '\t& awful consequen- 
ces» I have stated the ground of the argument to 
the best of my judgment, and have endeavoured as 
much as possible to avoid either misunderstanding 
or misrepresenting my opponent's view of the 
subjed* I will proceed therefore to state at large 
die grounds on which I adopted 3p« Newton's 
arrangement of the seven viahX. 

It 

• 1 Corinth, xv. 52. 

f I am qiiite at a loss to conceive what books on the 
Apocalypse Mr. Whitaker can possiby hare read, to say that 
be has ncrer been taoght to look for any thing hot the resar. 
xedUon and its awfol consequences after the sounding of tbe 
trvoiib traimfet. Erery orotcstant expositor that I am 
acquainted withj from Meae down even to myself, will teach 
him the very reverse. 

X I have to beg Mr. Whitaker*s pardon for saying that he 
was mitare, because he explicitly avows in his Letter that he 
was no such tbmg. I meant rather to compliment him, than to 
ofibid him, by paying this tribute of acknowledgment to his 
supposed foresight. At the same time I think it right to 
observe, that he has mtsundeistood the sense in which I said 
that the tfoftttb trumpet if repicsented as beginning to sound 
bdbie aitfi we of the nnaU is poured out. I certainly neve^ 
meant to say, as he seems to have imagined, that the seventh 
trnmfet begins to sound before the snccessrve effkmn of the wiais^ 
merely htcaxactheone is mentioned in Rev. xi, while the others 
are d«icribed in Rev. xvi. My opinion was drawn from the 
circumstance of tbe seventh tmmpet occupying the same chrono^ 
logical position in the little book, that tbe senten <z«a/r jointly do in 
tbe larger hook : whence I concluded, with Bp. Newton, that 
it must synchronize with tbe seven vials; and I could not 
conceive how it could synchronize with them, unless it so 
preceded the effusion of the veiyjkst as to comprehend them all» 

My 
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It is matiire^t that the chronological position of 

fbe vials is after the sounding of at least the two 

first woe-trumpets ; for this is absolutely required by 

My reasoning at large was as follows. Thejmr eiMfurt tfAt 
Utile hook ran parallel to each other and equally bring os down 
to the end of the 1260 daf$ and the battle rf the t/mt^. This 
catastrophe is specially mentioned only in the last of the fiar 
chapters : but, from the synchronical position of the seventh 
trumpet towards the close oi the first oi the fiar chapters^ it is plain 
that the blast of it must usher in both the harvest and /iBr 
'Vintage : for> the harvest and the vintage being the last ietaM 
events in one synchronical chapter, they must necessaril/ 
coincide with the last detailed events in another synchronicd 
chapter: in other words. Rev, xiv. 14—20 must coincide 
with that description of the efieds produced by ^ sevenA 
tmmfet which is contained in Rev. xi. 16 — 19. Thevimagi 
however, which is only touched upon in the little iooi, U after, 
wards described at large in the greater hook: for that Rev* xiv« 
18 — ^20 and Rev. xix. llr^21 relate to the iamefitaloverthfvw 
of the beastythe false prtphetf and the ktngs of the earth, in some 
country that extends 1600 furl(mn, there cannot be a doubt* 
as Mr. Mede has fully shewn. But to this final catastrophe 
the seven vials bring us down : and we have likewise seen that 
the seventh trumpet must from its synchronical position be 
considered as bringing us down to the smne event. The seventh 
trumpet therefore must synchronize with the seven vials s but 
how can it synchronize with them without conmrehending 
them ? for the harvest and the vintage , which from their 
synchronical position plainly belong to the seventh trumpet, can 
only, as Bp. Newton nghtly remarks, be referred to the tevm 
vials. If then the seventh tmmfet comprehend the seven viab^ 
its earliest blast must be the signal for the effusion of thefirsi 
vial; and consequently m\k%t precede it. The reader will luve 
a clear idea of the'propriety of this statement, if he will figure 
to himself Rev. xi. Rev. xiv, and Rev. ix, xv-»xix, drawn 
out, side by side, in parallel columns after the nature of a 
harmony. If the three columns terminate togetherj as they 
undoubtedly do, then the last events which they severally 
describe must necessarily be synchronical* 

the 
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arrangement. But I do not depttd. <m mere 
analogy ^one. In the year 167 %hoiMtb9i(mnding 
of the. third woe^ stud the, £ffu5ion:cf(dl\ the seven 
t^id/f, .were future. Taidng the-taatee^. then in this 
chronological point of . view, ;wfai)e f . lUialogy . now 
with double force requires us toi aerrange the seven 
vials under ti^ seventh trumpet^ the definUs^language 
of the apostle imperiously coimnanida lis. jHestyles 
the three concluding trum/pets tbxeeiwoes: therefore 
the last trumpet is^ iheiast iifde, -. He kutbesi docMires, 
that the seven vials axeJher sev^ last p1isguei;.Bnd^ 
if in his description of these last plagues ih^- do n6t 
give us a description oSdhe- last<mOey'ht ,gi!vw it. n6 
where. . The very ^^rm^' indeed {^nlyi:sbew that 
this must necessarily be the case! :> for, on tfaeonfe 
hand, how can the seventh trumpet bcfthe^kutjwoeri 
.it be so succeeded by the seven last plagues, as that 
they are to be considered altogether distin& from it; 
and as not fonning so many constituent parts of it? 
and, on the other hand how can the seven vials be 
'the seven last plagues^ if they be- duceeedted by the 
last woe? There cannot be hc;o/4^if]iC. The seventh 
trumpet therefore can only be iheijiistwoe by sjrn- 
chronizing with the seven last ,:plagms ; andjbfi 
seven viais csok only be the ■ last ^^^plagues iy 
synchronizing with the last woe • "^ 

But Mn Whitaker says, that rbiing\^astnii]||je 
charge" against him, I will give bojth the char^^ 
and the passage upon which it is founded; and die 
reader shall judge between us. The charge was 
this : " Mr, Whitaker attempts to provb in 4irt^ 
opposition to the plain language of St. John, tbgt 
the seven last plagues iare not the last plagues; and 
most singularly brings forward as an argument 

K ^ ' "what 
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** what ^effiBAaally demonstrates the very reverse : 
«' naindy^tliit ffaey cami6t be the last in point of 
^< //fm/.btomse it is particularly stated, that in 
'* tbm is^hd up the irrath of God"*. I have 
given thicbargtimrbaiim: I vdll give the passage 
on wfakh it. is founded verbatim. ** The apostle 
^^ here suggeita^ is a manner ^^sy to be understood, 
'< that the sign be is going next to mention relates 
^*' to the same, period which some of those already 
.^*. d^seribedscripeft ; And I saw anotb$r sign^ The 
.^ ' sign itfelf waa that of the. infli£tion of seven 
^ pahiciUaT judMienta, denominated tb$ seven last 
^Sphtgrne^; and mat, ft is particularly stated, because 
^^.In.ibem is filfed up the wrath of God, as if it 
** were intended.herefay to caution us against con- 
^ stdenng them as temaed lad meidyt ia point of 

*■■-.• • 

• Dliseit. Vd. II. p. 818. 

f llSn Whkvker ocMoplsiff ^my (Mrerlooking this word 

.tifcn^ SI betog oTpjcin^ ooiweqoeoce, .1 did not percdre its 

cdnse^acnoe^wHeh I wrbte; imdl am sUlI equsllv unable td 

dikovef it^ eteft iHthslI cheassntHnoe which he kusfleided 

aki. DbeS tottisttA to ssjK, that ifc jiAw^ 

Mt ao.poiiir^«miA or«|f the last }« poist of tune? If th^ 

9i the lasts then they i^tmt^ cpincide with the Ian 'woentntmAet, 

nrecii^Ij S|^ /soppQte; ottierwise these are ttm Imbi if they 

Wlav ^hb ^lasr, Itannot discorer' the use of the qnalifyin^ 

S^OAmmfyi -They niiBt either be <fe &ui^ or mitlnka^ in 

fnnisjof tiiie^:|nuitfiv the word mtwefy tntixely out of the 

.gi^tio9* Wl^ch does he mean to say, that they are? It 

.apof urs to mc^ that tbe tjials are called flatties, because they 

'ate Whtcl^ of CM'snvnai; and that they are said to be far 

'falagtfet, btorase the wtath of God is Jtttdt^ in them^ which 

Isi WQidd not be if they were followed by mffiv phgoes* What 

od^ dUtin^on the word mme^ can make, I do not see. 

Mr. Whitaker howeircr does sir make tbetivmnMs to be iife 
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time; and coniseqiKntly to give lome latttade to 
the season in which tbe-completion of theiii may 
'* be looked for^". • Now^ unless I very greatly 
misunderstand Mr. Whitadoer, and if I do I sincerely 
beg his forgiveness, he argues, that li^^rio^ are; nist 
the last plagues in point of tini^^ iKtcamse it ia 
particularly st&ited that intbm tbewmtkofGod is 
filled up. How this reasoning tmay* s^^ ihe 
reader, I know not: foroiysel^ I am as much at 
a losi^ as ever I was to eompvehetod 'the fptce of it^ 
ft appears to me^ thal;^ s0. far frdtii c^noltniifig^^ (he 
seven last plagues no/ to he the l^st in point of time 
because it is said that the wrath of God is filled up- 
in them, we ought /or that very reason to conclude 
that they are the last in point of time. For, if any 
other plagues succeed them, then the wrath of God 
is not filled up in them, but in the plagues which 
do succeed them ; and if, on the other hand, the 
wrath of God be filled up in them, then they must 
be the last in point of time, because if they be 
followed by any other {^gues the wrath of God ia 
plainly not filled up in them but in their successors. 
If the reader can conceive how the wrath of God 
can be completely filled up in plagues, which are 
not the last in point of time, and are therefore to be 
succeeded by other plagues, he certainly possesses 
a power of comprehension which I cannot boast pf« 
Let the reader now compare Mn Whitaker's 
confiised arrangement of the seven vials^ with the 

ttttfbpiet in point of ttme^ became he considers tHemafat 
pcecedmfi; At Airdmooe: with what propriety shall presently 
ht considered. 

* Comment, p. 445« 
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lahiihot^ itM^mem of Bpj Newton; and be will' 
not, I ehthk/Uame me for adopting the system bf 
that eminent 'expositor in preference to that of my 
learned ' aiitdgobUfi. *^6od^s judgments on the 
^^'kiiifgdtmivof i&4'^^^ or Anticbristian empire'**, 
says this^Lot^sbipy ^' are ' hitherto denounced and 
''^({»»cKbed ontf ih general terms under the figures 
"'if hardest \mA tintage. A more particular 
'^account of' fChimi 'follows under the emblem of 
*^ se^en 7lfd^5, Which are called the "seven last plagues^ 
*' fdr ifi^ttMm if filled up the wrath of God. These 
'^ \r92^^/f toJr^ (/>/a^^5 must necessarily fall under 
^^^ the* sifoMtb ahd- ' last trumpet; so that, as the 
seifentb x^^^^contained tT)e seven trumpets^ the 
seventh trumpet comprehends the seven vials^ 
*^ Not only the tohcinriity of the prophecy requires 
" this order; fof' otherwise there would be great 
** confusion, ahd fbe vials would interfere with the 
** trumpets, some falling uhder one trumpet and 
*• some ntidePdaotber: but moreover, if these seven 
** last plagues'^ tltiA the consequent destru&ion of 
** Babylon be not the subje£): of the third woe, the: 
*'^ third wde is no where described particularly as 
" are the two former' woes. Vf hen four of the 
** seven trumpets had sounded, it was declared, /^a^,' 
*^''wOe,wOe, totbeinbabiters of the earth, by reason 

^^'-of tbe other' voices of the trumpet of the three 

•■■•••• . . - 

' *'It is'Tematkable^ that both here and in yariouft other 
passages which I have noticed in my Dissertathti the Bishop 
C9naideir8 ^ i/o^^. being what he rpUj is^ namely tie RmoM 
em/fire i» iu fafJ si^f/^jiS^ouj^ he, :cUewberc makes him the 
same as his own litttebom or the papacy. Thus does the tfutV 
perpetually, as it were, force itself upon him* But of this 
more hereafter in its proper place* 

** angels 



»•'. 



C 77 ]■ 

" angels wbicb are yet to sound. Accordingly at 
** the sounding of the Jiftb trumpet commences the 
" woe of the Saracen attd Arabian locusts; and in 
** the conclusion is added, One woe is past^ and' 
heboid tbere doine two more woes hereafter. At 
the sounding ot the sixth tnfmpet begins the 
plague of the Euphratgan horsemen or Turks; 
** and in the conclusion it is added, 2he second 
woe is past, and behold, the third woe cometh 
quickly. At the sounding of the seventh trumpet 
therefore one would naturally expeft a descriptioii 
" of the third woe to succeed: but, as it was before 
observed, there follows only a short and summary 
account of the seventh trumpet, and of the joyful 
rather than of the woeful part of it. A general 
intimation indeed is given of God's taking unto 
bim bis great power, and destroying them who 
destroy the earth: but the particulars are reserved' 
for this place; and, if these last plagues coincide 
** not with the last woe, there are o/i&^ plagues and 
** other woes after the last; and how can it be said 
that tbe wrath of God is filled up in them, if there 
are othei:s besides them*? If then these seven 
last places synchronize with the seventh and 
last trumpet^ they are all yet to comet; for the 
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* It Is almost snperlluou» to point out to the discerning 
reader, that the Bishop here uses the very argument to prove 
that the last plagues are last in point of tim^^ which Mr. Whitaker 
uses to prove that they are not last in point of time. Which has 
the best of the argument^ let even Mr. Whitaker 's friend. 
Dr. Ogilvte, decide ; as he seems to make him a kind of 
umpire, by addressing his pamphlet to him. 

+ This was perfeftly true, when his LorHship wrote. The 
question is, whether they have not since begun to be poured 
ouf ujpon the ^arth or the Roman empire, 

''sixth 
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*^ sixth trumpet is not yet past, nor the woe of the 
Turkish or Othman empire yet ended*: and 
consequently there is no possibility of explaining 
*' them in such a manner as when the prophecies 
'^ may be parallelled with histories, or evinced 
*^ by ocular demonstration. The many fruitless 
attempts, which have hitherto been made to 
explain them, are a farther proof that they cannot 
^- well be explained, the best interpretations having 
^> failed and floundered in this part more than in 
** any other"t I had thought diat his Lordship 
had for ever settled the arrangement of the seven 
vials 9 until I read Mr. Whitaker's Commentary : 
but, it «eems, I was mistaken : and my opponent, 
by adopting the scheme of arrangement which the 
£ishop has so justly and so ably exploded, has 
added one more to *^ the many fruitless attempts'^ 
of his predecessors in the samd Une of interpretation. 

* At the time which I fix fi>r the soonding o{tbe sfvuttb 
trtmifet^ raaaitly thjear 1192, no politician will be inclined to 
deny, that the power of Turkey, considered as a nuoe to Chris, 
iendom, was no longer rery formidable. It is wonderfully 
lemarkable that the war between Russia and Turkey, which 
has rendered the latter a mere political non-entity, terminated 
in tbejear 1790. Thus singularly does the termination of the 
ticond woe in the east synchronize with its termination in the 
west : for the first shock of the great earthquake which over- 
threw the teuthpart of the Romaucfy or the Frtuehmouarcfy, was 
in the rear n%9, and the hst on the lOth of August 1192. 
Immediately after which, the sewuth trumpet sounded on the 
anarchial I2th ofAttgmt, and introduced the undisguisedly and 
atheistical horrors of the reign of i^^ great Afttkhrist, whose 
predi6led bftdge was that he should deny both the Father and 
the Son, 

+ Bp. Newton's Dissert, in loc. 

In 
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In opposing this arrangement of fip. Newton 
however, Mr. Whitaker declares it to be inconsis- 
tent, *' he will not say with sound or sober* criticism, 
«* but even with common sense"t: and the reason 
he gives is, that tbe seventh apocalyptic trumpet is 
that last trump, which is to summon both the quick 
and the dead Co appear before the tribunal of God, 

* I have already noticed the sense in which Mr. Whitaker 
wishes his readers to understand this favourite word of his. 
Whatever accojrds with bis interpretation is so^f whatever 
does mot accord with it is not sober. I have repeatedly difiered 
from that learned prelate Bp. Newton ; and, had he been alive, 
I am persuaded he would have taken no ofience at my exercising 
dw common privilege of aZT writers: for I ever treated hit 
memory with deserved respe^ ; and, while I frankly assigned 
my reasons for dissent, I never presumed to assert that he was 
.deficient in ** sobriety", still less in ''common sense". It 
is true, Mr. Whitaker may say, that he diredfa this polite 
language to men mere humble presbyter, and not immediately 
to tbe Bitbop: but this will serve him in little stead, unless he 
acl^nowledges that he never read fip. Newton's Disurtatiotu. 
If he bas x^d them *witb any degree of attention^ he must know 
that in thU particular at least I have simply followed his 
Lordship : nay, unless he has merely looked tnrough my ^nmt 
Dissertation, he must have learned whence I borrowttl tbu 
pah of my scheme. (See my Dissert. Vol. I. p. 39, 40. and 
Vol* II, p. 818. Mr. Whitaker had this last page immedi. 
atelv under his eye, when he was noticing " the strange 
*' charge" whieh he says I bring against hfm,) In saying 
therefiMre that my synchronical arrangement of tbe sevetab 
trun^t with Ae wttem nndt in incompiitiblef not only with 
. *^ sound mi sober criticism, but ev«n with common sense* % 
i&e must be consic(ered as assailinj; in. no very decorous terms 
the venerable prelate from whom lexplidtlj aehimaledgedhzvitig 
: bottowed it. To Mr. Whitakcir's abuse I shall never retutn 
any answer. but calm argument and a simple statement of fa^» 

+ Letter, p, 60« 

and 
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and beyond which " he has never been taught to 
** look for any thing but the resurre^ion and its 
** awful consequences*'. Accordingly he takes 
occasion in another patt of his pamphlet to say that 
" the more he refle6b on the subjed);, the more 
** astonished is he, that a writer of Mr. Faber's 
i' investigation and abilities should fall into a 
" mistake so gross and so open to profane ridicule"*, 
as to fancy that the seventh trumpet^ from the 
account which the apostle gives of it, can have any 
connexion with the French revolution. To this it 
might be suflBcient to answer, that I am unable to 
discover how my exposition lays me more open to 
profane ridicule, than Mr. Whitaker's does him. 
Let the seventh trumpet sound when it may, it is 
represented as a great woe, one at least as 
great as either of its two predecessors. And 
IS Mr. Whitaker prepared to say, that, when *^ the 
Lord God hath taken to himself his great power 
and reigneth", a third woe commences to the 
full as bad as either the rise of Mohammedism or 
the devastation of the Turks? If such be his opt. 
nion, why does he pray, that the kingdom of God 
may come ? But I am little disposed to let the 
matter drop with a mere retort. Mr. Whitaker 
has mistaken this part of his subjeA in a manner 
that I should once scarcely have thought possible. 
Mede, with whose writings he professes to be so 
well acquainted, aware that the seventh trumpet 
is styled a woe^ and aware likewise that it i» repre- 
sented as being of a mixed nature, supposes it to 
coincide with the seventh vial and to eiOend 

.* Letter, p.60« 

through 






^• 



c 81 i 

through tb^ whole period of the Millennium*^ 
Undet tbi$ vial he justly arranges the battle of 
Armageddon^ or the downfall of Babylon both 
secular and ecclesiastical; considering that aivful 
event to be the beginning, or (if I may use the 
expression) the woe-part, of the seventh trumpet. 
When that is over, then commences its joyful part, 
when the kingdoms of the world are made the 
kingdoms of the Lord and of his Christ. He 
supposes it to terminate with the loosing of Satan, 
and the war of Gog and Magog. After this, takes 
place the universal resurreStion both of the just 
and of the unjustt. I believe Mr. Mede to be 
very right in his general ideaj; of the nature of the 

* *^ Qmnque ad minimum phtahrum effandunter ante desitum 
^' sextts tiiha clangorem ; credo quod etlam textai fhiala *vero 
'* sepiima, quae constimmationii phiala est^ proinde concurret cum 
*' initio tiiba^ sfptinue, que it idem ctmsummatioms tuba est". 
Clav. Apoc. Par. Alt. Synch. 111. 

f He has with much Perspicuity explained his idea in the 
iarge plate of synchronisms at the end of his Clofvis, To 
that it will be sufficient to refer the reader, who is unacquainted 
with Mede*s writings : for him, who is acquainted with them, 
any reference is unnecessary. 

J It appears however to my self to be more natural to sup- 
pose, that the seventh trumpet ceases to sound at the cormnencement 
of the Millennium when the kingdoms of this world become the 
kingdoms of God and of his Christ, than that it continues 
to sound during the ivhole period of the Millennium. Its ivoe-pari 
i understand to be the harvest and the 'vvntagei its joyful part I 
understand to be the cowversinn and rest^tion of the ivhole Israel 
of Gody and the in~gathering of all the heathens into the MiUennian 
church. When all these objeds are accomplished, which they 
will be at the beginning of the Millennium^ then, I should 
conceive, the seventh trumpet may be considered as having 
performed its office. 

L seventh 
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seventh trumpet i though I certainly prefer Bp« 
Newton's arrangement^ which assigns to the seventh 
trumpet^ not merely the seventh vial and the vintage, 
but all the seven vials and the harvest as well as 
the vintage. As for Mr. Whitaker's notion, that 
the last apocalyptic trumpet is the last trump 
mentioned by St. Paul as introducing the universal 
resurrefUon and judgment*, I believe it entered 
just as little into Mr. Mede's head as it did into 
minet : at least, if that able expositor considered it 
in any sort as the same, it was its very last blasts 
after it had introduced the rout of the 
beast and his confederates at Armageddon, after it 
had sounded more than a thousand years, and after 
it had called down vengeance upon the armies of 
Gog and Magog. And this, from some parts of 
his works, appears to have been the idea that he bad 
formed of it. 

But Mr. Whitaker is greatly afraid that I shall 
expose myselt to the scoffs of the profane, because 
" misled by system, 1 have made the French 
** revolution synchronize with that most awful 
" event Cthe sounding qf the seventh trumpet), at 
** which, we ate told, the four and twenty elders 
** will return thanks to God, because he hath taken 
" to himself his great power, and reignethf\ I had 

♦ 1 Corinth, xv. 52. 

f It Is worthy remark^ that neither Bp. Newton^ nor 
Brightman, nor Jjowman, nor Flemingi nor Doddridge^ ever 
fancied with Mr. Whitaker, that the $€V€nth apoca^ptk trumpet 
was the same as the laH trump at the day rfjudgmetit: yet he 
expresses great fear of the profane ridicule to whick I shall 
infallibly expose myself by not adopting /ftf opinion. 

thoughti 
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thought, that what I said on that point would have 
sufficiently ohviated all apprehensions of this 
nature. I stated, that, although the ultimate design 
of the seventh trumpet was to introduce the hles.^d^ 
ness of the Millennium^ yet it had jSr5/ to introduce 
jk variety of awful judgments preparatory to and 
terminating in the overthrow of all God's enemies: 
and I observed, that, for the consolation of the 
Church, the order of events was inverted, the joyful 
part of the seventh trumpet being mentioned before 
its woe^part*. Respefting the whole of this 
exposition, to which I beg to refer him, he is 
in-ofoundly silent. Had he attended to it, he would 
perhaps have thought his apprehensions somewhat 
^ misplaced: had he attended to what Mede and 
Newton have vi^ritten on the subjef);, he would 
(unless determined to adhere at all events to his own 
notion) have been convinced that they were mis- 
placed* Mede, as we have seen, places the woe-fart 
of this trumpet before its joyful part, although St. 
John for reasons already assigned inverts their 
order in his detail. Bp. Newton, from whom in 
this part of my work I am a mere copyist, does the 
s^me. I will lay before Mr. Whitaker and the 
reader his Lordship's exposition of Rev. xi. 1 5; 
and, if they find it more luminous than my own, 
which is little more than a bare abstra£): of it, I 
have my end " At the sounding of the seventh 
trumpet the third woe commenceth, which is 
rather implied than expressed, as it will be 
•* described more fully hereafter. The third woe 
brought on the inhabiters of the earth is the ruin 

• Dissert. Vol. II. p. 95, 96. 
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^' and downfall of the Antichristian kingdom ! and 
** then, and not till then, according to the heavenly 
** chorus, the kingdoms of this world will become 
** the kingdoms of our Lord and of bis Christ, and 
** be sball reign for ever and ever. St. John is 
'* rapt and hurried away as it were to a view of the 
^* happy Millennium, without considering the 
** steps preceding and condu£tmg to it"*. The 
manner indeed in which the last woe4rumpet is 
first mentioned, plainly shews that it has nothing 
to do with tbe last trump mentioned by St. Paul; 
excepting it be quite at its termination, and at the 
very end of the Millennium, long after it began to 



* Bp. Newton's Dissert, in loc. His Lordship's illus- 
trious namesake expresses himself to the same purpose. '^ The 
'' se*veutk trumpet sounds to the battle of the gre^t day of God 
^' Almighty, whereby the kingdoms of this world become 
'' the kingdoms of the Lord and of his Christ, and those are 
*' destroyed that destroyed the earth". (Sir Isaac Newton's 
Observ. p 254> 255.) Sir Isaac indeed, like Mr. M^de, 
supposes it to synchronize with the seventh 'vial; but he never 
seems to have fancied with Mr. Whitaker^ that it was the 
same as the last trump at the day of judgment. 

Mr. firightman, exaflly like fip. Newton and myself, 
supposes, that the joyful part of the seventh trumpet ^ although 
mentioned before its ivoe.parti in point of time nevertheless 
succeeds It: ''Hie versus (Rev. xi, 18.) brevem synopsim 
^' praebet totius ultima periodic quas posita est in tribus. In ira 
*' gentium^ in inchoata drvina ultkne^ et in consummata tandem 
" remuneratme turn bonorum turn Tnalorum*'. He afterwards 
goes on to state, that the nvoe.part of the seventh trumpet 
comprehends them>hole of the viaJs, which are therefore jointly 
called the last plagues; and that when this is over, then 
commences the full remuneration of the good and the had^ a remu. 
neration however which he will not allow to have any 
conncftion with theUut day of judgment. Apoc* Apoc, Fol. 1 82. 

sound** 
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sound*. ** Woe, woe, woe, to the inhabiters of the 
" earth, by reason of the other voices of the trumpet 
" of the three angels which are yet to sound't. 
From these words we learn, that all the three woes 
are to befall the apocalyptic earthy or the Roman 
empire. Accordingly, under the first woe^ the 
empire was assailed by the Saracens: under the 
second, it was subverted in its eastern branchy and 
under its sixth head, hy the Turks: and the third, 
which is to be immediately preceded by the fall of 
a tenth part of the great city, ushers in the tremendous 
reign of Antichrist, and will eventually produce 
the complete destru6lion of the bestial empire under 
its septimO'O&ave or Carlovingian head. * The. 
three trumpets, considered as woes^ all alike aSeSb 
the Roman earth Where the scene of one is laid, 
the scene of them all is laid: and, arguing from 
analogy, what the nature of one is, the nature of all 
must be. Mr. Whitaker himself allows that the 
first and second woes relate to the rise of the 
Saracenic and Ottoman empires : and where shall 
we find a third kindred event, ushered in by so 
definite a circumstance as the fall of a tenth paH of 
the great Latin city, except in the second atheistical 
revolution of France? But Mr. Whitaker thinks 
that I am '* wire^drawing scripture in a most 
*' lamentable manner, to support a new hypothesis 
" according with my estimate of the singular 

♦ This, as I have already stated, seems to be Mr. Mede's 
ppimon : it certainly is not my own, because I think it more 
natural to suppose that the seventh trumpet ceases to sound^when 
tf}e Millenmum begins. 

\ Rev* viii* 13. 

^' importance 
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** importance of what happens in my own dayif'*. 
Does he allcyw then the riu of the Saracenic and 
Ottoman empires to be of sufficient importance to 
be noticed in prophecy : and does he deny the same 
diaboltcal^eminence to the second French revolution ? 
In what has ibe latter yielded to the two former in 
its wooderfully extensive eflFeds, both religious and 
poUticaly on the Roman empire? If this be not 
the commencement of the third woe, which in regular 
order is to sacceed its two predecessors, what idea 
are we to figure to ourselves <tf a third woe, which, 
like the two former ones, is peculiarly to afied the 
mhabitas of the Roman earth? Whether *'my 
*^ esfimate of the singular importance of what 
^* happem in my oim days'' be purely the visionary 
leverie of a bot«brained system-builder, let all 
£urope with one voice declare from the remote 
frontiers of Russia to the utmost extremity of Spain. 
Mr. Whitaker, having noticed (as he believed*) 
all the passages in my book wherein I censure him, 
becomes m bis turn the assailant, and makes an 



* Letter, p. 7. and 40, 4K 

f He has mt noticed aB the passages wherein I censure him« 
be is totally silent on what I say respefling his mode of 
proving /i&» Pefe tohtaheadefibtheaa; namely, by shewine, 
not that he has puuued sapceme temporal power (which he 
conld not shew), but that he has dnmedit. (Dissert. Vol. II. 
p. 143.) Neither has he noticed my opposition to his opinion, 
that the earth means theem. (Dissert. Vol. II. p. 231„ 232.) 
Mor yet has he attempted to set aside mj objeflion to his 
interpretation oithe Beast's image. (Dissert. Vol. II. p. 274. J 
The more I have since thought on this last point, the more I 
am convinced that Dr« Zouch's interpretation oi tie image is 
the true one. 

attack 
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attadk upon my system. This is pettcStXy rights 
and what I of all things wish for. If my work be 
sucii^ that the patnfal reader can coUefl from it 
nought but disappointment, discouragementi^ 
and at length despair'*, as Mr. Whitaker aasuret 
him, the sooner it i& conftited the better. 

He opens the attack with complimenting my 
candour at the expence of my intelle£):: and then 
observes that my system rests principally on the 
four following assumptiotts^: "1. That St. John 
*^ has restricted thecharader oftbe Antichrist to a 
*^ power who denies the Father and the Son; 
** 2. That the king, mentioned in Dan. xi. as doing 
** according to his own will, was not revealed untU 
*^ lately; 3. That the ten-horned beast in the 
" Revelation is the Carlovingian monarchy; 
^* 4. And that on the sounding of the seventh 
trumpet the French revolution broke out-— If 
these positions be overthrown"', says Mr. Whit* 
aker, ** the whole fabric will falF't 

As I have followed ray respe^able antagonist 
step by step through his defence of himself, so will 

* From Mr. Whitaker's use of the word dmtmfiioits, a 
person, who had not read my work, would suppose that I take 
all the four points iotgrantedf whereas much labour is bestowed 
in attempting toprwe them ; that is to say, to prove themio 
the manner in which / state them, for, with regard to Mtm 
Whitaker y he has thought proper to state the last two of them 
quite different from what I had stated them myself. I 
thought it right to notice this liitle ru$e de guerre^ I mean the 
use of the word assumption; though, in point of argument^ it it 
of no very violent consequence. 

X Letter, p. 36, 37. 
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I now follow him with equal pleasure through his 
attack upon me. 

1 . With regard to the first of my positions ^ I shall 
pass it over here as Mr. Whitaker has done, inas- 
much as we have both already discussed the point 
very fully. He says indeed, that my restriding the 
chara£ler of the Antichrist or the liar to a power 
that denies the Father and the Son is *^ a mere 
assumption** f and that he has shewn it to be such* 
I do not think myself^ that he has shewn any thing 
of the kind : however our rcspc&ive arguments are 
before the reader*, 

2. My second position is, that Daniel's wilful 
king was not revealed till lately, and that he is infidel 
France under whatever form of governmentt. 

To this Mr '^h\\?ktr first vbjeSs^ tltdX no power 
can be intended whose dominion has Hot extended 
over Judea; since from the words of the angel 
(in Dan. x. 14 ) ** Now I am come to make thee 
*' understand what shall befall thy people in the 
** latter days", it is evident the prophecy is local. 
I might satisfy myself with answering, that, even 
allowing his assumption to be just, the dominion of 
France has extended over Judea in the time of the 
crusades and in the days of Godfrey de Bouillon 
and his brother Count Baldwin; whence the kings 
of France styled themselves kings of Jerusalem, as 
our kings till very lately styled themselves kings of 
France: and that, unless I be very greatly mistaken 
in my whole exposition of the prophecy, its domi- 
nion will again extend over Judea at the close of 
the 1^260 years, and at the era of the restoration of 

♦ Letter, p. 37. + Letter, p. 38. 
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"Judah. But I rest not my cause upon any such 
answers: I flatly deny the assumption itself. 
Nothing that the angel says warrants Mr Whi&kerV 
gloss, that **the prophecy is local"; which indeed 
runs diredily counter to a considerable part of the 
prophecy itself. The angel does not say, that he 
will tell Daniel what shall befall Judea in the latter 
days, which would doubtless have made the 
prophecy local ; but what shall befall bis people. 
And with this declaration Mr. Whitaker ought to 
have known that the predi6Honexa^ly accords. The 
scene of tbe first part of it*, while Daniel's people 
continued in Judea, is laid in that country and in 
the contiguous kingdoms of Syria and Egypt: but, 
when tbe migbty arms of the iron republic had 
planted the abomination of desolation in the temple 
of Jerusalem, and had scattered Daniel's people 
over the face of the earth, . the scene immediately 
extends, and tbe second part ot the prophecy 
has little or nothing to do with Judea till quite the 
end of it And why? So long as Daniers people 
continued in Judea, and were conne^ed with the 

♦ The division obviously takes place at the 31st verse; 
where accordingly 6p. Newton, with his usual sound judg. 
ment divides the chapter. His Lordship remarks on the v^ery 
passage, upon which Mr. Whitaker has founded his gratuitous 
assumption, that *'this prophecy contains the fate and 
** fortune of /;&^ people of God (not of the land of Judea J for 
many years*'. If then it relate to the fortune oi the Jeijosy 
who are scattered over the lohole world, and will at length be 
gathered back into their own country, what can we think of 
Mr. Whitaker *s assertion, that "it is evident that the pro- 
^* phecy is local?" It is local indeed ; but its stage is, I will 
not say Judea, I will not say the RoTnan empire, but perhaps 
nearly the 'whole iJi'orld* 

M kingdoms 
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kingdotm of tfae ti&tth and the itoutli } just so locr^ 
the prophecy contimies in ^dea and the adjoining 
goanHcits* When Daniel's people are dispersed 
§rom Jodaa) the prophecy leaves Judca, and 
follows them (a& it were) into the countries of their 
dispersion. When Daniers people begin to be 
fiescoted at the time cftte end or at tbi dose of the 
li^60 years; the prophecy returns with them, and 
describes the expedition of tbe infidel king to 
Palestine and predi&s tbe contemporary restoration 
of tbe Jews. But let us trace the steps of the 
prophecy, as it gradually extendi itself after tbe 
setting up of the desolating abomination and after 
the dispersicm of Daniel's people—The first circum* 
stance mentioned is, the attempt of the Roman 
government to corrupt tbe primitive Christians by 
flatteries, and the long and dreadful persecutions 
which they underwent in consequence of knowmg 
their God and being strong in the faith*. Will 
Mr. Whitaker limit these persecutions to Judea? 
Did they not e;ittend through tbe wbole Roman 
empirvf^-^lt is ntKt said, that in the midst of their 
falling by diverse kinds of deaths they should be 
holpen i^ith a little help, but that many should 
cleave to them with flatteries J. This plainly relates 
to the day^ of Constantine, when the great help 

♦ Dan* xi. 32, 33. 

f Not to mention coimtries without the limits of tie Rtmmn 
mfift^ at firskt. 
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wHchthe Cimrch received m temporals ^w^d 
unhappily a very litde help in spirituals; insotnudi, 
JLS Bp. Nevton dbfii^rves, ^ many became cbnstiaiis 
'*' for the sake of the ioaves and the fishes*'. Here 
agatB, what has ^e prophecy to do in parricvlar 
mrith the land tff JWra^^-^The third circumstance 
pfedi£led is, thtt, whilt; the Cbuxt^ is in this cornipt 
and ^secularized stale, some of them of understanding, 
that is ito isay men <tf a like spirit with the first 
mentioned men cyf understanding or the primitive 
Christiatfis, should perish like their predecessors in 
attempting to woti: a reformation in the now 
degenerate Church, and that they should continae 
in a per^eculjed condition even to the time t>f ibe 
end*. Tbe^w/ period brought u« down from tbe 
framulgation &f Christianity loibe days of Constant 
tine: and the second brought us down from tbe days 
Hpf Comtantine to tbe commencement cftbe ministry 
ipf ibe seami set of men of understanding. The 
^i/rrf period begins, I apprehend, with this ministry^ 
'Which is tjie same a« tbe apocalyptic prophesying of 
tbe two witnesses; and extendi, as the prophet 
carefully teaches us, to tbe time of tbe end, or tbe 
Hose ^ftbe i WO years. But there is one remark- 
aWe part of this last period, which 1 suppose to be 
pectdiarly intended : namely a time when persons 
^ primitive piety should be placed in a situation 
cxaftly resembling that of the primitive Christians. 
Now from hi&tory I had learnt, that no time 
answers this description with so much exaftness as 
the (^e of tbe Reformation : hence I condufded, 
itfaat ibe Ri^mnation is peculiarly intended^ though 

* Dan. xi« 35. 
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without excluding the other persecutions of the 
faithful throughout the dark period of *i>^ 1260 
years. During all this time the scene lies, not in 
Judea. but in the Roman empire; and, during the 
ministration of tbe second men of understanding or 
the apocalyptic witnesses, in the western or European 
part of tbe Roman empire — After then this long 
derail of what the Church has sufiered from tbe 
persecuting arms, for so Daniel symbolically styles 
tbe Roman empire, and after we have arrived (as 
Bp. Newton himself allows*) at the time of tbe 
Reformation; that is to say, when the prophet has 
entirely done speaking of tbe Roman empire properly 
so called; a wonderful power is introduced and 
very fully described^ which (as it appears from the 
account given of itt) should spring up befora the 
time of the end, and undertake an expedition to 
Palestine at the time of the end. Where this 
power is to be sought for, it is not positively said; 
and, since the whole prophecy relates more or less 
to Daniel's people, it may arise, for any thing that 
appears to the contrary, in any region where those 

* Though Bp. Newton supposes the Consubstantialists to be 
fartJy meant by the men of understanding, he by no means excludes 
the Reformers from being hienvise intended : because^ as he 
observes, the men of understanding were to be in a persecuted 
state, '* not only at that time, but even to the time of the end''\ 
As for confining the prophecy to Judea, on the ground of its 
being "evident that it is a local ont*\ his Lordship seems 
never once to have thought of such a projeft, 

f The time of the w// commences in the midst oi the king's 
career. He is brought upon the stage hefore the time of the 
end, and at the time of the end is attacked by the kings of the 

north and the smth. 
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people are scattered. But, since the predi6Hoii 
last treated of the sufferings of the men of under* 
standings and consequently since the scene of it Jay 
last in the western parts of the Roman empire^ it is 
most natural (to avoid one of those rapid topo- 
graphical transitions, which Mr. Whitaker thinks, 
proper to ascribe to me), to seek for the rise of this 
power in the West- There accordingly we found 
a power, which (he has not even attempted to 
disprove) in point of cbara&er* answers exaftly to 

it: 



♦ I love the truth wherever it can be found, whether in the 
writings of a Papist or of a Protestant, While I think 
Cornelius a Lapide quite mistaken in referring the charafler 
oi the <wilful king primarily to Antiochus^ I believe him to be 
veiy right in referring it ultimately and properly to the great 
Antichrist, It is a curious circumstance, that long before the 
French revolution took place (for his Commentary was printed 
in the year 1634) he pronounced, merely from a view of the 
rophetic charader oUhe nvilful kingy that, whenever he should 
e revealed, he would be an atheist, and would abolish, not 
only the worship of Christ and the superstitious idolatrv of 
paganism, hut even the very name ' and adoration of the 
true God. *' Ex hoc ergo ver. et ex ver, praecedente (ver. 
^^ 37, 38.) coiligitur, Antichristum fore atheum, eumque« 
cum pleno potietur imperio, non tantum Christum et idola, 
scdet Dei veri nomen et cultum ablaturum". (Comment* 
in loc.) Such was the language of anticipatory exposition 
previous to the French revolution : let us now attend to the 
remarkably similar language of applicatory exposition after 
the commencement of that awful political and religious convul. 
sion. ^' I fear, I too clearly see the rise, instead of the fall^ 
** of the Antichrist of the West, — who shall be neither a 
Protestant, nor a Papist; neither Christian, Jew, nor 
Heathen : who shall worship neither God, Angel, nor Saint 
*' — who will neither supplicate the invisible majesty of 
'* heaven, nor fall down before an idol". (Bp. Horsley's 
Letter on Isaiah xviii. p. 105, 106.) If Mr. Whitaker think, 
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it: jndlirin fnauitain,diatin point of cbronologf 
and geography it answers no less exadiy to iu 
Following the stream of events^ we are to seek for it 
idfter the Reformation^ but (asit appears from the 
subsequent account given of it) before the time cf 
4be tnd: there we found it. Following the foot- 
steps of the prophecy into tbe West, we are most 
'Probabty (thepredi£tion does not axitfaorize us to say 
^rtainly) to seek for it in tbe West: there likewise 
we found it. In short, we found a power , that 
•€xa£lly answers to it both circumstantially^ cbrono* 
logically^ and geographically: hence I thought, 
.and still think^ myself warranted in concluding, 
^at that power is here foretold — And now what 
sentiments wiU the reader entertain of the following 
^accusation, preferred against ine by Mr. Whitaker ? 
^ In a predi£i;ion thus accurate, we have little 
^^ reason to expert those great leaps in chronology 
^ and topography which, according to Mr. Faber's 
•• hypothesis there must he in it; for according to 
^ him, verse 34 relating to the state of the Chris- 
^ tians under Constantino and his immediate 
*' Sttocessors, we are -a^: verse 85 brought to the 
^ Reformation in Germany, and in 36 to the 
^ French Revolution and Buonaparte* Unless I 
'^ knew you to be an aSive walker, I should fear 
** such a rapid transition as this would put you out 
"*« ofbreatdi"*. What ibe bodily amvity of Dr. 

that Aeprotestant |>relate, like myself, is ^'tamentably wire- 
^ drawing Scripture to support a new hypothesis according 
^^ with, his estimat of the singular importance of what hap^ 
'^ pens in his own days*' i he will scarcely brine; .z similar 
charge against the popish ecclesiastic, who flourished in the 
bcjgiuuuifg of r^ sevtntientb centuty. 

* Letter, p. 39. 
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Ogilvie can have to do with a DissertaUon on ti^ 
propbicieSf I leave to my ingenious opponent to 
determine : / am content with the reooarking^ that; 
instead of those gres^ leaps in chronology and top^ 
grapby which Mr. Wbttaker . speaks of, the 
prophecy, according to my exposition of it, advances 
equably and unilormly through tbrge remarkable 
periods, not to tbe wretched individu4d Buonaparte^ 
but to the tUbeistical horrors of tbe French 
revolution. 

His nej^t objedlion i^ that the definite artide, 
prefixed in the original to the word king*^ shews 
that the character ought to be referred to simu 
preceding king. If there be any weight in this 
objedion (and there is none), it would prove thai 
the wilful king is Antiocbus Epiphanes, and not the 
Roman empire; for Antiocbus is &tyled the king of 
tbe North; whereas tbe Roman empire is exhihiuA 
to qjs simply under the plural emblem of two human 
armSy probably in allusion to its possessing the 
sovereignty both of the East and of the West. 
Hence I scruple not to say, that, if the chara3;er 
must be referred to some precedmg character, it i% 
much more natural to reter it to a power which is 
expressly styled a king^ than to a power which n 
no where styled a king but only called plurally 
arms. The He however is merely emphatic, and 
is equivalent to iste, or that. The prophet seems 
to have used it to denote the appearance of a more 
extraordinary power than any of which he bad 
before spoken. Mr. Mede accordingly builds so 
little on the He, although he supposes tbe wilful 

• Ver. 36. 

king 
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king to he the Roman empire pagan and papain 
that in two difiFerent places he translates the original 
n king and not the king*. In short, although I 
no more believe the wilful king to be Antiocbus 
than Mn Whitaker does,. if the He compel us to 
refer his charafler to some preceding king, I again 
assert it to be much more natural to refer it to 
Antiocbus who is called in the singular number a 
king, than to tbe Roman empire which is never 
called a king but is uniformly spoken of in the 
phiral number as arms. As for the exception to 
this plural phraseology which occurs in the 3!2d 
verse, " be shall corrupt", I have little doubt that 
the genuine reading is, ^' tbey shall corrupt", agree- 
ably to the analogy of the preceding plural verbs. 
It is plain that the verb was plural in the copy 
which the LXX used, not singular as it appears in 
our present Hebrew Bibles.t When the authority 
of the LXX therefore is added to the evident requisi- 
tion of grammatical const ruftion, and when the mere 
omission of the small final letter Vau determines 
the verb to be singular or plural, I think myself 
warranted in saying that tbe arms or tbe Roman 
empire are uniformly spoken of plurally. This 
being the case, if the He he of the importance 
which Mr« Whitaker supposes, but which I do not 

* Apost. of latter times, Part I. chap, xvi, xvii. 

• + The LXX indeed refer the verb to such as do ^wickedly 
Ggatnst the covenant instead of to the arms, but still they give it 
in the plural number. The Arabic version however, not only- 
gives the verb in the plural number, but likewise rightly 
refers it to the arms. 

believe 
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believe ic to be^ I see not, in case of our referring 
the chara£ler oft be tuilfulking to some power previa 
ously mentioned, how we can avoid, upon everjr 
pnncipie both of expression and grammar, referring 
it to the king of the Nortb^ — Under this 
objedion Mr. Whitaker urges another founded 
entirely upon his misconception of the general 
drift of the prophecy. According to Mr* 
Faber*s scheme, " the angel'*, says he, *• after 
having given a most particular account of what 
should happen under the successors of Alexander, 
does, most unaccountably leave entirely unnoti- 
*^ ced all the great and interesting events, that have 
^^ taken place in the land ofjudea from the time of 
** the destru£lion of Jerusalem to the present day". 
Although the angel has so expressly declared, 
that he will tell Daniel what shall befall bis people 
in the latter days, Mr* Whitaker cannot divest 
him^lf of the notion that Judea is meant : whereas 
tbe country is no further considered throughout the 
whole prophecy than as connefied with the people. 
As soon as tbe people are dispersed, tbe country is 
never once mentioned till tbe time of tbe end when 
tbe Jewshtgm to be restored; and then tbe country 
again makes its appearance, and we are told in slri^ 
harmony with many other prophecies that some 
great enemy of tbe Lord shall perish in Palestine 
between the seas at the era of their restoration. 
Hence it is plain, that, if the great and interesting 
events which Mr. Whitaker dwells on bad been 

* The king of the norths mentioned in the first pirt of the 
vision, is, as all allow, quite a different pow^ from tbe kmg 
9fthe norths mentioned in the second part of the viidon. 

N noticed 
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noticed, the prophet would have departed from his 
plan, . He makes exa&ly the same mistake in the 
course of a few passages more, and then he builds 
an argument upon it; which is the more extraor- 
dinary, as he cites the angel's declaration to Daniel, 
and even writes bis people in Italics. This itiigbt 
surely have taught him, that^Z^^ /am/ of that people 
was not intended. *^ Another objedtion*^ says he^ 
** Mr. Faber makes to the application of this pre- 
" di6tion to the Roman power, is that it makes the 
** last predi&ion very little more than a mere 
^* repetition of a former. But here the learned 
** writer seems not to call to mind, that at the 
'* beginning of the vision the angel expressly appri- 
^^ zed Daniel, that he was come to make him 
*' understand what should be£dl bis people* in the 
'' latter days : in consequence of which the visi(»i 
" is localf initssubje£l,'and ends with the deliver* 
" ance of the chosen people. Now being the 
" former, and it being (according to Mr. Faber'j 
'* own statement) the great excellence of Daniel's 
^* prophecies, that they are stri6Uy both local and 

* This was the very thing that I did call to mind, that t/j^ 
people^ not the land^ was spoken of. 

+ What inconclusii'c reasoning is this! Becarae the angel would 
teach Daniel what should befall his people in the latter days, 
therefore the vision must be local and confined to Judea^ when 
the people were dispersed and had no longer any connexion with 
that country! 1 suppose Mr. Whi taker will scarcely deny that 
the 32d and 33d verses treat of the persecutions of the primitive 
Christiaus, and that the 34th must be referred to the coteversion 
. of the empire in the days of Constantine. Was the v ision local then ? 
At least was its locality confined to Judeaf 

" chronological, 
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^* chronological, the changing of the scene from 
•* Judea into Gennany, and then into France, and 
** then nobody knows where*, as is necessary to 
" this novel hypothesist, can never be admitted 
" consistently with either his own rules ofinterpre- 
" . tation, or his estimate of the prophet's accuracy. 
*^ And this not beiifg admitted, what measure of 
*^ repetition is this, but what naturally results 
" from the purpose which the angel specified^? — 
** For what Mr, Faber calls his most conclusive 

* I have before had occasion to notice the highly indecorons 
language io which Mr. Whi taker is wont to indalge himself.' 
Had he read Bp. Newton's Commettiaty on this part of the 
prophecy, I am willing to hope that at least a sense of pro. 
priety would have induced him to express himseirsomewhat 
more respeftfully. That eminent prelate, though I differ 
from him in my e.iL^%\x\otioi the w()ilfiil king ^ yet in his remarks 
on the verses immediately preceding the first mention of that 
tyrant shifts the scene just as much as myself. It is true, his 
^ordship does not change it to ** nobody knows where", as 
Mr. Whi taker says /do ; but he certainly changes it to France 
no less than myself, though not precisely in the same manner. 
He concludes his comment on the 35 th verse with these words : 
'^ And we se^ even at this day, not to alledge other instances, 
'^ how the poor protestants are persecuted, plundered, and 
•^^ murdered, in the soutbern parts of France.** 

+ I have a great curiosity to see a Commentary on Dan. xi. 
construfted on Mr. Whitaker's principle of exclusive locality^ 
Bp. Newton found it no less, necessary to his own hypothesis 
to quit the land of Judea^ within which Mr. Whitaker would 
confine us, than I did to my " «wf/ hypothesis.", 

X Which purpose Mr. Whitaker is determined shall be, to 
give a history of jfudea, not of the Jfrws; although nothing 
can be more plain than the specification of the angel. 

N 2 <*objeaion, 
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V obje£lion, that it cannot be made to accord with 
*' die chronological series of events in this conclu- 
^* ding prophecy of Daniel : it will be sufficient to 
ask, If, from the time of the Romans first invading 
Judea to their being driven from it, they were 
not the power that ruled it, pray who was ? but, 
if they were, must not a chronological history of 
what passed on that land notice them in the 
place it does*"? The reader will readily perceive, 
that Mr. Whitaker throughout confounds the 
people with the land. How often must I repeat, 
and how often must I refer him to Bp. Newton's 
Commentary to convince him, that the prophecy in 
question is not a history of what passed in the land 
of Judea^ any further than that land was in posses* 
siori of the Jews? Accordingly its falling under 
the Roman power is distindly nGientioned ; but, the 
Jews beng then dispersed, it was no longer an 
objef): of Daniel's concern; whence, neither its 
government by the Romans^ nor their loss of it^ is 
noticed. And, as for Mr. Whitaker's question, 
** Who were masters of Judea from the time when 
*^ the Romans gained it to the time when they lost 
•' it, if the Romans were not"? I confess myself 

Juite unable to discover its pertinancy • What the 
Ionian government of Judea can have to do, in a 
chronological prophecy, with a power which is 
described as making its appearance after the perse* 
cutions of the primitive christians, after the 
conversion of the empire under Constantine, and 
after a second remarkable persecution resembling 

♦. Utter, p. 43, 44. . 

that 
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ihat of the primitive Christians* which I have 
supposed peculiarly to relate to the Reformation ; I 
am as inuch unable to comprehend,although assisted 
by Mn Whitaker's questions, as ever I was. 

His third obje&ionf is to my assertion (which he 
thinks a very bold one) that the time of the end 
commences at the termination of the great period of 
1^60 years; but not one argument does he bring to 
back it. Indeed he is so totally silent on all that I 
have said on the subje6l, that I think he can scarcely 
have read the third chapter of my Dissertation. To 
that I beg to refer him. He pronounces indeed, 
that the time of the end and the last time are equiva-*> 
lent phrases ; and that they both equally mean the 
whole 1260 years : and this he would prove from 
St. John, who (he says) tells us that the last time is 
the time of AntichristX* St. John however, as 

I have 

* It was on this ground, that I thought /i&^ stamd penecutim 
of the men of understanding could not relate to the quarreU of the 
Comubstantialists and the Avians, Though I believe the Comuhm 
stantialists to have been in the right, as Mr. Whitaker seems 
willing to allow, 1 can see no very great resemblance between 
their situation and that of the primitive Christians : whereas 
I see a most striking resemblance between the situation of the 
Reformers and that of the primitive Christians. 

+ Letter, p. 45, 

X St. John tells us no such thing. He says, that there 
were Tnany antichrists then in the world, and that the spirit of 
the Antichrist was also then in the world ; whence the disciples 
might know that it was the last time: but he never says, that 
the last time^ in the sense in which he uses the phrase, namely 
that of the Christian dispensathn, is the time of the Antichrist. 

I have wondered that Mr. Whitaker has not brought 
forward Mr. Mede's argument to prove that the time of the end 

denotes 
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^lowable^ it wqnlkl at If t leinlei 
r; but it ;^ppBui to ok to be b^ oo 
I belieire dut oor coHBiB Eogfiili 
iuft accmately ^w^"m*'^ ^^ *gw»y nf rh<* nwginglj. airimnghit 
^W^rfrw is not qoice IxtexaL If we cnnwifrr dK fcnezal 
coooext^ tketad^Ae lu— i<i uHJiiiTy aean cobecfaesmeas 
wiiat DcmM i—iriK in fy afefwanfa stffci tk/kkhmi tfAr 
d m gu JteCy if Am ibmp bedicsameatrfr n— dljT(w!ticb 
1 sappoie will scarcely be denied], and co m e q ae n tly iE tit 
j S mimi ^tke d f mgs htA€£mdrfthe \ wmm ku : liuBn tbt md ^ tht 
t a m d m rnattdoMi^ ti&t die emamumu^hax. Ae mkmltiii tamimm^ 
fkm^$B€im$ikm0 TiejSmkbmg^die drimp hamewcr is dierfafrf 
16 beeontdopofary wMi lAr resfmmim TfAe Jews-, rh ri r fae 
/ir imdjfihe nmdfn unu be coatenporary widi £6r mttraaiBr 
^/A^ J^^, and conieqaeiitly csnnot denote dx 'uAdt fenoi tf 
ihe l^gOjtmrt, This JuxweTer is not all. Tbeie sue two 
^ovdi fl mati tuofC to say diat there 2it no more tiian dieae 
two word#> ased in Hebtew to express dt rmf, JlardhmaSiKax. 
togexhet with stt eogo»te$ KftzMh and i4Mkftzath, Now «£r 
firmer of these denotes either /iv emtimumce rfa fermJ, ot /ir 
iW y*tf fenod', wheftM tie latter^ onless I be greatly mistaken, 
ne?er denotes /Ar cmtitmame $fthe ferkd of which it speaks, 
hat Hmxyttbe eMdofit, It is derived from a Terb which 
iigniiies t^eta »for to cm sheet: whence Boxtorf with moch 
trwttety observes, that it denotet tie end, '^qoasi pnecisam 
^' dicis ; obi enim res praNnditor, ibi ejos Bnii est". This later 
word h that which is used in the present passage. Tie end of 
the ^wondert thetehte, s n the original^ camot j as it appears to 

me. 
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is to say its declarative sense*, had already commen- 
ced at the very period when he was writing. Mr* 

Whitaker's 

me, denote either the WDbek or apart of the ptriod during nvkich 
those nmnden tttere transaQingy but must on the contrary denote 
the temduatkn or cutting off of the period nuhich comprehends them* 
In absolute stridness of speech^ that termination is the verjr 
moment when the 1260^^^ expire : but Daniel teaches ui to 
extend it somewhat more widely. He styles it both the end^ 
and the time of the end; that is to say^ the time at the endorai the 
cutting off of the \2^0 years: and he informs usy that the whole 
expedition of the nuilfid kingw\X\, take place at this time of the end; 
an expeditiont which> although it commences at the end of the 
period of the nmndersy plainly cannot be finished in a single day 
or in a single year. He further teaches us, although he ^oes 
not precisely acquaint us with the duration of the modfidking^s 
expedition^ that lb years will elapse between the termination of the 
1^60 years and the commencement of the time of bkssedness or the 
Millennium. (Dan. xii. 11, 12.} Hence it seems most reason, 
able to conclude^ that, since the time of the end caiinot denote 
the tvhole period of the 1260 years, those iSyears constitute what 
Daniel styles the end ox the time of the end^ as being that short 
portion of time which cuts off ^ndi divides the great period of 
1260 years from the great period of the Millennium. 

It is observable, ^at, whenever Daniel uses the cognates of 
Ketz to mark time, he invariably uses them in the sense of the 
termination of the period concerning which they speak, never in 
the sense otits continuance; a sense indeed,, of which I believe 
them to be incapable : insomuch that, if bv the time of the end 
and the end of the tuonders he means the *whJe or a par$ of the 
period of these <tjjonderSf he departs entirely from the sense which 
he elsewhere annexes to these cognate words. See Dan u 5, 
15, 18. iv. 29. and Gen. iv. 3. margin, trans. 

It is rather a curious circumstance that Mr. Mede should 
have thought it necessary to apologize for the interpretation 
which he has given of Dan. xi. 40 — 45, on the score that 
Mr. Brightman had given it before him. It is now about 

♦ See my Dissert. Vol. I. p. 89. 

ISO 
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Wititaker's argument therefore, if it prove any 
thing, wih prove that the H60 years had commen- 
ced in the life-time of St. John — I shall conclude 
my answer to this obje6lion with noticing a single 
textf which, if there were not another parallel one 
in the whole Bible, would alone amply prove that 
the time of the end commences at the termination of 
the 1 260 years. The text is this : Understand, O 
'* son of man, for the vision shall be to the time of 
" the end'**. The vision here spoken of is that of 

ISO yf art old ; and has so acquired the sandion of comparative 
antiquity, that Mr. Whitaker will allow no exposition to be 
/' sober" that impugns it. If I may judge from his present 
humour, had he lived in the daysof Mede and Brightman, he 
would have been among the foremost to exclaim against this 
then new-fangled conceit of theirs, which presumed to depart 
from *^ the sober however little novel interpretation" of their 
predecessors. (See Mede's Works, B. iv. Epist. 54.) ^'Ifyou 
'* caii digest this application oi the Kings of the south and north 
'' to the Saracen ia\d Turk*\ says Mr. Mede, with his charac- 
teristic modesty, to his correspondent Dr. Twiss. 

* Dan. viii. 17. I feel no apology necessary for thus 
translating the passage agreeably to the version of LXX and 
the Arabic version, as it undoubtedly ought to be translated. 
Our English version, '^ at the time of the end shall be the 
** vision", is to myself absolutely unintelligible : for how can 
the whole vision of the ram and the he^goat be at the time of the 
end, wheiher the signification of the phrase be what I suppose 
it to be, or what Mr. Whitaker supposes it to be ? The 
.context indeed sufficiently shews, that it ought to be transla- 
ted as I have translated it. It had just before been declared, 
that the length of the vision should be 2300 <^*: it is now 
declared, that the vision should be to the time of the end or 
to the termination of those days: and it is immediately after 
declared, that it should be to the appointed time of the end. All 
these seem to be only different modes of specifying the length 
of the vision. I think it right to observe, that I only judge 
from the Latin translation of the Arabic, as I do not 
understand that language. 

the 
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the ram and the be^goat; the dutation of which is 
either Q-^OO years, 2300 years, ' ot Q400 years, 
accbrding as the one or the other of these numbers 
is the proper reading. Now both Mr Whitaker 
and Bp. Newton allow^ that, let the vision be com* 
puted from what period it may, it brings us down 
to the day of God*s great controversy with bis 
enemies, and the restoration of the Jews'; and I have 
shewn, to the satisfaflion even of Mr. Whitaker 
himself*, that by a certain mode of computation it 
brings us down to tbe very year, which he and I 
alike believe to be tbe last of tbe 1260 years. The 
vision thed, by his own confession, reaches to tbe 
end of tbe 1 QiGO years. The angel however expressly 
assures Daniel, that it reaches likewise to tbe tinte 
of tbe eftd. Now, if tbe time of tbe end denote tbe 
whole period of tbe 1260 ^^«r^, and if the vision 
reach to tbe time of tbe end, we shall be obliged to 
conclude, that it reaches, not to tbe end, but only to 
tbe beginning, of tbe 1^60 years. But, as we have 
already seen, there cannot be a reasonable doubt 
.that it reaches to tbe end of tbe 1^60 years. There- 
fore, since, according to the angel's declaration, it 
reaches likewise to tbe time of the endi I know not 
what we can conclude but that tbe time of tbe end 
synchronizes with tbe termination of tbe 1^60 years j 
or, to express myself with more scrupulous accuracy, 
that the period denominated tbe time of tbe end 
commences when tbe period denominated three times 
and a half or 19,60 years terminates. It is some- 
what singular, that Bp. Newton takes not the least 
notice of the verse in which this important declara^^ 

* Letter, p. 12. 

O tion 






tion is contained^ If then tbe time of th€ end 
commence when tbe 1^60 years tenninate, let tbe 
wars at tbe time cf tbe end between tbe wilful king 
and bis two antagonists mean what they may, they 
certainly cannot relate to those of tbe Safactns and 
tbe Turks. 

Hisfourtb obje&ioti* is, that I pass immediately 
from tbe days cf Constantine to tbe era of tbe 
Reformation^ ^thas in a stridly chronological 
predi&ion making a leap from tbefourtb to tbe 
sixteenth century^ of no less than 1200 year/': 
and then he aiks, with singular politeness, ** Is not 
'^ this an admirable instance of stridness in chn>- 
^' nology ?'* This wholly unfounded obje£Hon I 
have already answered in my statement of die mode 
in which I arrange Dan. xi« 32 — 35. So &r&om 
leaping jfrom tbe days of Constantine to tbe Refor^ 
motion^ I consider Verse 35 as describing tbe state 
of tbe witnesses during tbe whole 1^0 years^ though 
I believe it to relate peculiarly^ not exclusively^ to 
tbe era of tbe Reformation ; while I conceive Verse 
84 to exhibit to its the grand outlines of the period, 
which commences with tbe age of Constantine and 
extendi to tbe beginning if tbe \^G0 years. As 
for the leap which Mr. Whitaker represents me as 
taking, it exists no where but in his oiyn imagina- 
tiont. But, even supposing that I bad taken such 
a leap, the present obje&ion would come with a 
peculiarly bad grace from my not very consistent 

♦ Letter, p. 46. 

+ Let the reader turii to my Dissert. Vtol. I. p. 297— 
300 ; and then judge betvreen xn^ antagonist and me. 

opponent. 



Oppoftienc. In his expositioa of the vision of tb^ 
ram and the be-goat, be leajMi at once from tbs 
subversion of the last qf the four Macedonian king* 
domjt by the Romans to the rise qf Mobammedisni 
in the year 606. Not that I a( all blame him fo^ 
this : on ib» contrary, I think bijok perfie^y right. 
Yet ji( isiomewhat siiiguUr, thj»t, afM^r I b;^d under, 
t^ken^ Mr. Whitaker's defence against Pr. Zouch^i 
he should urge agaijQtst my e^^pos^iop 9f a part ^ 
DanieKs last vision the very ^iri^ objc&ion thai 
Dr. Zoucb urges against bis exposition of a part of 
the vision of /i&^ ram and the be-goat. Quandoqw 
honus dormitat Homerus. 

Hiji^b obje^onf is to what he calls '* a curious 
attempt t;o get rid of ^. Neiirton's apjdication 
oUbe kings of tbe soutb ^vA tben(»rtb, in Dan, 
M. 4Q« to tbe Saracens and tbe Turks^ by sayiqg 
that they are entirely different potentates frqpi 
those mentioned in the earlier part of the 
chapter''. This assertion in tbfi abstraS ht 
allows nevertheless to be true, as well he may^j;; but 
he insists that *' the relative $ituati<m of these kings 
** to tbe land ofjudea (the land which is throughout 

* Diasei t. Vol. J. p, 853, 254, + ^ett^r, p. 48. 

\ Bp. Newton asserts, no less than myself, that tbe iikM of 
the south and north in Dan xi. 40 are difierent potentates from 
those mentioned in the earlier part of the chapter. How then 
does my '< curious attempt" to get rid of his application of 
them to tie Saracens and Turh at ail depend, as Mr. Whitaker 
corioosly misrepresents it, upon my making the self«sime 
assertion of this difference that his Lordship does I In the 
^AstraB assertion of the difference in question we perfeALy 
agree; it is b the af plication of the assertion that we 
disagree. 
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** the scene of the vision) must be the same, or thsey 
" are no longer kings of the south and north". 
Now, even allowing Mr. Whitaker's statement to 
be accurate, in what have I contradi£):ed it ? I said 
Ihat the king of the north was most probably Russia^ 
which I suppose he will not deny lies due north of 
the land of Judea; and, as for the king of the souths 
I observed that it was not quite so easy to determine 
&< present what potentate he might be thought to 
mean. But I Ao not allow his statement to be 
itcurate. He has repeated his ancient error of 
hiaking the land of Judea throughout the scene of 
the vision ; and thence fancies that the lasUmentioned 
Mngf of the south and the north must necessarily He 
sotith arid north of Judea. They may, or they may 
not; time alone can determine : but this I will 
venture to assert, that such is not their necessary 
pbsition. 

Aft^r passing through much matter of inferior 
importance, we at length arrive at what Mr. Whit- 
aker evidently ^ and ju^stly too, considers as his m^m 
objeBion*: because oHhe point ohje&ed to " I make 
** a most important use in endeavouring to establish 
*' my hypothesis; which, indeed, cannot stand 
" without it"t. This sixth obje&iony which 'm 
tacked to the foot pf the preceding one, is an attempt 

♦ Letter, p. 48. 

* * ■ 

+ This. IS not ^uite true ; because, fven i£ the king of the north 
were the person that undertook the expedition into Palestine 
at the tim of the endy that would not invalidate my previous 
application q&^. the 'wilful lang to infdd France. However I 
sknlL not stop io straim at a gnat, when Mr. Whitaker thinks 
he has given me a camel to swallow. 

at 
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at grammatical Hebrew criticism^. The question 
is^ whether the clause And be shall enter inta the 

countries^ 

i . ■ 

9 

* I avail myself of the opportunity afforded mebya 
controversial pamphlet of noticingi what I otherwise should 
not have thought worth noticing, a passage in tie Edmbur^h 
RevietVy wherein my derivation of a Phenician word is dispi^« 
ted in terms alike unworthy of a scholar or a gentleman. 
Sanchoniatho mentions an ancient mythological chara^r 
whom the Fhenicians denominated Elittm the most high. In my 
BUsertatvm on the Mysteries of the Cabin, I supposed Utop word 
to be a corruption of the Hebrew Eloah or El, Which signifies 
God: and for this I was heartily abused by the editor Of that 
publication, and was represented as totally ignorant of the 
Hebrew, merely because I did not derive it from another 
word signifying lofty, from which be supposes it ought to be 
derived. No person, who is acquainted with the anibiguity 
which attends the derivation of oriental words when expressed 
in western charaders, would have used the language which 
this editor has donej but indiscriminate scurrility,not candour, 
is the chara^eristic oithe Edinburgh Re<vit<w. Without any 
disparagement however to the learned editor, I may perhaps 
venture to say, that my late venerable friend Mr, Bryant's 
knowledge of the Hebrew was at least equal to his : and be 
has not scrupled to refer this very Phenician word EUum, not 
to what the Reviewer dogmatically pronounces its Hebrew 
prototype, but to El which (as I have just observed) signifies 
Gody and which properly (as Mr. Bryant rightly remarks) 
denotes the true God. (Anal. Vol. I. p. 13.) I consider it a 
question of very nice determination, whether to be abused fy 
the editor of the Edinburgh Review, and in the same sentence 
nvith my two learned friends Mr. Bryant and General Vallancey, 
ought to be accounted an honour or a dishonour. In addition 
to his representing me as ignorant of the Hebrew, merely 
because I did not derive a word as he fancies it ought to have 
been derived, he shrewdly intimates that I never saw Herol. 
dotus, because in citing his account of the island Chemmis in 
the lake near Buto I omit a circumstance no way connedled 
with its traditional history, with which abne I was concerned. 
This pitiful insinuation, worthy of the quarter w-henee it 
■ ^ originates. 
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countries^ b capable, or incapable, of being referredl 
Co tbe wilful king: in other words, whether ix\ 
point of grammar it must necessarily be referred to 
tbe king of tbe nortb, or whether it may be referred 
to tbe wilful king. I maintain, that, $o £u: 2^s tbe 
mere grammar of the passage is concerned, the 
clause is ambiguous, and may be referred to either 
tbe king of tbe nortb or tbe wilful hingf. Mr. 

JVbitaker 

orlgiiuites, will serve only toprovdce a smile in thecoimte. 
nances of those who know that it has been my ittt to occupy 
the situation of a college, tutor during ten years of my life,, 
in the course of which period the very passage, which the man 
supposes charitably I have never seen in the original, has 
been perused and> repemsed by me at least a doeen times. 
Before the person, who is generidly svppc»ed to be the conduc. 
tor of what he calls thr Edinburgh review, next obtrudes his 
iuctibradons on the public^ it would be well if he resolved to 
write with metre caution and less pertoess. 

* Dan. xi. 40. 

t As for my noricing the change of tense in this passage of 
Daniel, I never meantto build any positive arguaoent upon it : 
I mearely mentioned it incidentally. As little shoi4d I bring 
forward as a positive argument another ciccvmstaiice, which 
nevertheless is not unworthy of being noticed, if we may 
judge by tbe Masoretic piin{iuation,the contrivers of that sys. 
Him fK^rxed the contested dause not to the km^qfthe n^b, but 
$Q^b<^uiiffiJkmg; for they place the point which is equivalent 
.to aqolon immediatley before the cUuse, 2|nd do not add another 
colon till the sense plainly requires, it, sis fhus* '^ And at the 
^* time of the end shall the king of t)m south butt at him and the 
*y king of the nor th shall conacagaiost him like a- whirl wind with 
f^ chariots «vl with horsemen and with laimy sjiips : ftqd ho 
'^ shall enter into the countries a^ shall overflQw and pass 
** over and shadl enter into the gV>tiov» ^9^ and foany 
.^ (mmtries ^hall be overthrown : b«it these shall escape out of 
*f his Ihand"* From ^is poa^Ki^dm ^1 sfi^n to have 

considei^ 
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Wbitaker maintains fat least so I understand hint 
to maintain, otherwise his argument has no forcej 
it falls to the ground a mere tdum imbelle sine iBu)^ 
that, agreeably to the laws of Hebrew grammar, 
the clause cannot be referred Co the 'Wilful king^ but 
must be referred to tbe king of the north. '* Mr* 
^ Faber", he compliments me widi saying, ** is too 
good a Hebrew scholar noc to foe acquainted 
with the rule of that language, thus laid down 
by PaiUiurst : Vau conneSive prefixed to verbs 
" often supplies tbe place of tbe signs ofpersonti 
^^ moods^ and tenses^ and numbers, and makes tbem 
^* take in signification those of a preceding verb^ as 
** and ^n doth in tbe English^'. Tins mle is a 
very sound rule ; and has moreover the merit of 
being worded with great accuracy ; but for what 
purpose does Mr. Whitaker adduce it in the present 
difference between Us? Does he mean to say^ that, 
whenever a verb occurs circumstanced like the verb 
shall enter, the power of the connediing Vau is such 
that It compels us to assign to that verb the same 
nominative case as its predecessor; or that the 
power of the Vau is often, though not a/tt^oy^, such? 
If the second, I perceive not wherein we differ; iot 
I believe, so far as tbe grammar of the passage i$ 
concerned, that the verb shall enter rmy be referred 
either to the wilful king or to tbe king of tbe norths 
but in this case I can perceive as little for what 

considered the pro|^et at entering upon a fttsh division of hil 
sfibjed both at ax^be sbaB eater and at hut these ^ndl eicape: and 
from such punduation most persons would conclude, that the 
person who was to enter was the him, who had been previously 
assaulted by the two kings. But I wish not to build a 
decisive argument on the Masoretic pun^ation. 

purpose 
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purpose the rule was adduced. If the firsts he iriusl 
pardon me for saying that he is mistaken. The wary 
l^arkhurst justly observed, that such was often the 
power of the Van, which I never denied: but he 
prelsumed not to say, that such was always its power; 
£ven in thevery chapter of Daniel, on which we are 
now engaged, an example occurs in which the Vau 
has lio suc{i power; and it is somewhat remarkable, 
that the verb to which it is there prefixed is the self- 
same verb as that to which it is prefixed in ver. 
40^ though in one place it is translated shall come 
iqid in the other 5&a// enter. The example is this: 
and in it I. shall distinguish the conneding Vau or 
and by Italics. *^ But his sons shall be stirred up, 

and shall assemble a multitude of great forces; 

and one shall certainly come, and overflow, and 
" pass through"* Now, if Parkhurst's rule be of 
$uch invariable application as Mr. Whitaker seems 
to think, by his bringing it forward to decide a 
point of grammar between us; then by just such a 
literal translation as he requires us to accept of ver. 
40t, which no doubt eflFeftually restrains the verb 
shall enter to the king of the norths the example 
which I have adduced would run as follows: '' But 

his sons* shall be stirred up, and shall assemble a 

nrmltitude of great forces, and certainly come, and 
" overflow, and pass over'*. This translation, so 
far as mere grammar goes, is perfeftly accurate ; 
and will make the passage precisely accord with 
the example which Parkhurst brings from Judges 
i. 16, as Mr. Whitaker will find, if he will take the 
trouble of comparing them together: but, if we 

* Dan. xi. 10. + See his Letter, p. 49. 
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adopt it, whatis td become of the accomplishment of 
the prophecy ? The sons here spoken of, according 
to St. Jerome and Bp. Newton (and Mr« Whitaker 
will scarcely controvert their exposition}^ are the 
two sons of Seleucus Callihicus, Now it appears 
from the event, that both these sons were stirred up; 
but that only one of them came, and overflowed^ and 
passed through*. The translation therefore ought 
undoubtedly to be as it stands in our present version* 
I wish Mr. Whitaker would compare together in 
the original Dan. xi. 10 and xi. 40; and then 
explain to me, why the very same Hebrew word, 
grammatically circumstanced in the very same man* 
ner, may in the one text have a different nominative 
case from its predecessor to which it is linked by 
the conne£ling V^iU^ but in the other (by the 
contrivance of what he calls a literal translation^ 
and on which indeed the whole of his necessary 
application of the verb shall enter to the king of 
the north entirely depends) must have the same as 
its predecessor. Mr, Whitaker will find two other 
parallel examples in Eccles. x. 3 and in 2 Chron» 
xxiv. 2*2 ; in both of which a verb in its simple 
radical form is conne£led by yau to a preceding 
verb, and yet has a different nominative case from 
that preceding verb: nevertheless one of Mr. 
Whitaker's literal translations will, without at all 
violating the rules of H threw grammar ^ assign in 
both cases the same nominative case to each of the 
conne£ced verbs; and thus turn the two passages 
into complete nonsenset Thus, for any thing that 
I can discover to the contrary, Mr* Whitakcr's 

* See 6p. Newton's Dissert* in Ioc« ' 

P criticism 
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eriticism lesires the matter exaStly as it found ft* 
In point of grammar, the clause and be shall enter 
certainly may be referred to the king of the 
norths which I never denied ; and it as certainly may 
be referred to the wilful king*. The matter must 
be decided by the context of this and other parallel 

passaged*. 

Now I assert, that this context absolutely obliges 
Us to refer the clause in question to the wilful king, 
«^In the first place, it is much more agreeable to 
the analogy of Daniel's predi£lions respeding the 
two little boms, that a continued history ot tbe 
wilful king should be given from his first developed 
ment to his final destru^on; than that, after he has 
been represented as a monster ot iniquity, no 
account should be given of his end, but that the 
prophet should digress firom his original subje3;, and 
relate the exploits and overthrow of quite another 
power, which, instead of having committed any 

* I ccmsider it not unworthy of notice, that the very Fan, 
upon which Mr. Whitaker builds so much, appears not to 
have been in the Hebrew copy which the authors of the Sjriac 
Irersion used. At least so I judge from the Latin translation 
amiexed to it, fbr 1 do not un^rstand Syriac. ** Tempore 
^* autem postremo dimicabit in eum rex austri, et concitabitur 
. '^ in eum rex aquilonis com bijugis^ et eqnitibus, navibusque 
*' multis: terram permeabit, perrenietque ad terram 
" lsraelis*\ 

f Mr. Whitaker says^ that both our translators and myself 
have omitted the conjandion found in the original at the 
beginning of ver. 41. (Letter, p. 49.) He is misuken. Our 
translators have merely rendered the Vau by aho, instead of by 
nni; *« He shall enter tdso, instead of •* And he shall enter ; 
and I thought it of too little consequence wantonly to deviate 
from them, Tbt Vtm itself neither they nor I have omitted. 

particular 



particular wickedness, is first represented aslaudabljr 
opposing with all its forces tbe wilful tyranVK 
jSuch inconsistency can only foe avoided by referring 
the clause to tbe wilful king^ not to tbe king of tbe 
nortb-^This however is by no means alh Granting^ 
merely for the sake of argument; granting, I say, 
for a moment, that tbe time of tbe end means tbe 
whole i 260 years^ that tbe king of tbe Nortb is tbe 
Turk^ and that the prophecy has been accomplished 
as far as to the end of the 43d verse whidi is all 
that Mr. Mede and fip« Newton supposet: stiU 
the 44th and 45th verses will remain yet to be 
fuifiiled, and these never can be hilfiUed 
in tbe Turk consistently with another prophecy, 
I will say nothing of the extreme improbability ^ 
that the Ottoman power ^ now fast verging to destru&i 
iion even in Mr. Whitaker^s awn (^inion;}^, should 
ever go forth with great fury to devote many to 
utter extermination on a religious account, should 
succeed in planting the curtains of his pavilions 
between tbe seas in the glorious holy mountain, and 
should there finally meet with destru6iion: idStbe 
niter improbability of all this I will say nothing; 
because I pretend not to the gift of prophecy, anii 
am not prepared positively to asseit that such an 
event is absolutely impossible. But this I will 
fearlessly assert, that the time assigned for the 
destru^ion oitbe poiver which (according to Daniel) 
will come to its end in Palestine, let it be tbe one 

♦ See my Dissert. Vol. I. p. 353, 354. 

+ See Mede's Works, B. iv. Epist. 54. and Bp. Newton's 
Dissert* xvii. in loc. 

+ Comment, p. 487—490. 
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king or let it be tbe other hing^ cannot lie made to 
qnadrate with the time assigned by St. John for the 
overthrow of tbe Ottoman power: therefore tbe 
power ^ that comes to its end in Palestine, cannot be 
tbe Ottoman power. Let us compare together the 
two prophets. /' And at tbe time of tbe end a king 
'* of the south shall butt at him ; and a king of the 
north shall come against him :— and he shall 
enter into the countries ;-*and he shall plant the 
curtains of his pavilions between the seas in the 
glorious holy mountain : yet he shall come to his 
end, and none shall help him. And at tbat 
time shall Michael stand up, the great prince 
which standeth for the children of thy people : 
'* and there shall be a time of trouble such as never 
'* was since there was a nation even to that same 
** time : and at tbat time thy people shall be deli- 
'^ vered''. Here let us pause, and ask. At wbat 
time? The expression at tbat time can only refer, 
either to tbe time of tbe end^ or to tbe period wben 
tbe power wbicb bad occupied tbe boly mountain is 
destroyed. To the one, or the other, it must refer, 
I believe it myself to refer to tbe time of tbe end; 
because I believe tbe time of tbe end to commence, 
when tbe 1260 years terminate. To the present 
argument however this is immaterial: and, since 
Mr. Whitaker of course will not refer it to tbe time 
of tbe end, he must refer it to tbe tinu wben tbe 
power in question perishes*. This power he supposes 
to be tbe king of tbe Norths who according to his 

* So accordingly both Mr. Mede and Bp. Newton refer it. 
See Medc's Works, B. iv. Epist. 54— 'Newton's Disseft. 
xvii. in loc. 

idea 
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idea is ibe Ottoman empire. ' Therefore the Ottoman 
empire will perish at the time, when Michael stands 
up, and when the people of Daniel or the Jews 
begin to be delivered. The Jews however, as 
Daniel afterwards informs us, will cease to be 
scattered when all the wonders shall be finished : but 
all those wonders, he says, will be finished at the end 
of the three times and a half: therefore the Jews 
will cease to be scattered, or begin to be restored, 
at the same time. But we had already arrived at 
the conclusion, that the fall of the Ottoman empire 
and the restoration of the Jews were to be contem* 
porary : therefore the fall of the Ottoman empire, if 
Mr. Whitaker's principles be just which I deny, 
must take place at the end of the three times and 
a half or the 1^60 years. And how does this 
accord with St. John? He teaches us, that the 
confederacy of the beasts the false prophet^ and the 
kings of the earthy shall be hrsken at Armageddon, 
in the land which extends 1600 furlongs or Pales* 
tine, under the seventh vial, which plainly begins to 
be poured out at the end of the 1260 years,*. 

And 

♦ Such is the opinion of Mr. Mede. He supposes thefirtt 
blast of the seventh trumpet and the first effusion of the seventh vialp 
which he justly calls the vial of consummation, cxaftly to syn- 
chronize ; and he maintains, that at this era the three times and 
<i ^/7^ terminate. Though, as I have already observed, I 
prefer Bp.Newton^s Simngctaent of the seventh trumpet, I think 
Mr. Mede's opinion nearly indisputable, that the 1260 days 
expire when the vial of consummation begins to be poured out, 
because the contents o( tb^t vial plainly shew that it relates to 
the time of God's great controversy vtrith the nations. But this great 
controversy, this penod of unexampled trouble, synchronizes, 
according to the unanimous testimony of all the prophets who 
treat of the subjeft, with the restoration of the Jews; which 

restoration 
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And he likewise teaches us, Mn Whitaker faimseU 
being the interpreter, Aait tbe waters of the Eupbra^ 
Us ^11 be dried up, or chat the Ottoman empire 
shall be overthrown, under the sixth vial, at some 
indefinite period before the confederacy begins to 
be even gathered together to Armageddon, and 
consequently moch more at some indefinite period 
before that confederacy is destroyed at Armagi^don. 
According to the schema then which I am o{^>osing, 
and which Mr, Whitaker has undertaken to defend^ 
St. John tells us that the Ottoman empire, under 
the nameof ^A^ Euphrates, will be subveited at some 
indefinite period before the expiration of the 1260 
years, but a period long enough to allow of the 
gathering together of the bestial confederacy and 
their subsequent expedition into Palestine: while 
Daniel tells us, that the Ottoman empire^ under the 
name of a king of the north, will be destroyed in 
Palestine after the expirarion of ^6^ 19t60 years, 
because contemporaneously with the incipient return 
of the Jews. Thus do those, who make the king of 
the North to be the Turk, set Daniel and St. John 
at dired variance : and hence, even supposing that 

teoonnm commences^ according to Daniel^ at the due of the 
three tmiH^md a ha^i therefore Ae cvttemporaty period qftmexum^ 
fled trntbk most commence at the close of the three times emda hakfi 
and conseqaentlj the efin^on <fthe seventh fvial, which relates to 
that period, must likewise commence at the close of the three 
times tmd a half: in other words^ the seventh i)ial most begin to 
be poured out, as soon as the three times and a half ox the 1260> 
dins expire ; which was the point asserted. Compare Mede'a 
Clav. Apoc Par. Alter. Synch, iii. v.-T-Conunent. Apoc. in 
Tub. vii. et in Phial, vii. and the plate at the end of his 
Clamis^ 

the 
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tibt king of ibe North, and not the wilful king, is to 
perish in Palestine at the end of the 1^60 years, it 
u plain that the power which perishes at that era 
eannot be the Ottoman empire which (according to 
St. |ofan} will be subverted before that era— Yet 
tven this is not all. Two expeditions into Palestine, 
attended with exa£Uy the same circumstances^ 
cannot be contemporary. But we have abundant 
teason to believe, as Mr. Whitaker himself allows, 
that the bestial confederacy will undertake such an 
expedition at the close of the 1260 years. How 
then can the Turks undertake exaStly such another^ 
and exaSly at the same time? Perhaps Mr. Whit- 
aker may say, Tl)t two expeditions will form only 
Me allied expedition. How then cdca this aliied 
expedition have two commanders in chief? In the 
Apocalypse the beast, which Mn Whitaker supposes 
to be the Pope, is the commander in chiefs ; and not 

a 

* The reader will perhaps be inclined to think, that the 

^obability of the Pope keimg cdmrntnukrht chief of m'vmitxptdkimt 
^avtii Paiestiiu is much on a par with the probability of the 
Turk hemg arnimander in chief of a cmtemporaneous expedition agaimt 
the tame cottntty. Yet does this expedation necessarily result 
from Mr. Whitaker's belief that we ten^homed apocafyptk heaa 
as the Pope I fosthmt btmt is plainly represented, as not merely 
taking an inferior part in the confederacy of the Latin kings, but as 
animating and heading it. According to the light in which / 
view this yet unaccomplished prophecy, the Pope and his hier<m 
ofchy, or ^ false prophet who is the same as the second apocafyftie 
heast, will be more or less indeed concerned and interested in this 
expedition; nay, with Mr, Whitaker, I even think it not 
improhahie, that Jerusalem may finally be the seat oithe apostate 
man of sin: but the pvwer, that will form the confederacy of *uatsal 
kings and head the expedition into Palestine, namely the Roman 
heast under his last head, I certainly believe to be a vety different 
porwer from the Pope. Whether my opinion or Mr. Whitker's 

best 
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a hint is given of any co-operation on the part dftbe 
Turk: as indeed how should there, when St. John 
had told us, that the Ottoman empire, or the mystic 
Euphrates, had been previously destroyed?' In 
Daniel, the king of the North (still arguing accor- 
ding to Mr Whitaker's reference of the disputed 
' clause to that king and not to the wilful king), 
whom my opponent supposes to be the Turk, is 
the commander in chief; and not a hint is given of 
any co-operation on the part of the beast : when 
yet, according to St. John, that very Turk was no 
longer in existence. Can Mr* Whitaker help me 
out of these contradifHons, which necessarily flow 
from his system?— Since then the king of the North 
plainly cannot be the Turk, and since consequently 
the a£lions which Mr. Whitaker ascribes to the 
king of the North cannot have been perfonned by 
the Turk; since moreover, as / will venture to affirm, 
if the a£tions ascribed to the king of the North were 
not performed by the lurk, they were never 
performed by any king of the North, and if not by 
any king of the North certainly not by any power 
which may be deemed the antitype of the wilful king: 
it will follow, that all these anions are soil future; 
which will bring me back to the point whence I set 
out, namely that the period to which they are 
ascribed is future likewise ; in other words, that the 
time of the end cannot mean the whole 19JS0 years, 
but must denote somt future period, which (as we 



best accords with those wonderful political changes now 
taking place in Europe^ and which I firmly believe to be 
preparatory to the tremendous irintage of God's wraii, let the 
cautious reader determine for himself. 

have 



t m 1 

kave alreadly seen) there k reasoii to thiihkHCof>imeii« 
Ges when tbe 1^60 years termitiate^Iii ' fa£i, did 
Mly ^tpedition undertaken against '^sdestifte at the 
dose c^ tbe l^^ years and contemporaneously wi^ 
tbe resUration 0/ the JewT, an expedition noticed 
by almost every prophet that treats of tbe reftoratian 
pf tbe Jews*9 is ^aiidy the expedition trndew 
taken by tbe Roman confederacy tf tbe beast, 
tbe false prophet ^ and tbe kings of tbe Latin earth: 
hence, since Daniel predi&s an expedition undei^* 
taken against the same country and at the same 
time either by tbe wilful king or tbe king of tbe 
Norths this expedition must be the same as that 
mentioned in the Apocalypse : consequently it must 
be undertaken by that king who may be considered 
as tbe dominant Roman power. But tbe king qftbt 
North, unless I greatly mistake, is not a Roman 
power; whereas tbe wilful king^ according to my 
interpretation c^his chara£ler, is tbe greatest of tbe 
Roman powers. On these grounds I conclude that 
the expedition will be undertaken, not fay tbe king 
of tbe North, but by tbe wilful king* And on the 
same grounds I concluded, long before Buonapart^ 
had usurped the iron crown of Lombardy, that 
sooner or later tbe governor* of France would 

* This point is fully considered in my unpublised Work on 
the rettoratton of Israel and tbe deitru3kn of AnttchrUt. The 
Jewish Rabbies themselves have colle^ed from their own 
prophets^ that the restoration of their countrymen will 
synchronize with the destradion ^ithe Roman power in its last 
form; and they scruple not to maintain^ that tbe Edom, whose 
overthrow is represented as being contemporary with the 
return of the chosen people, denotes that ponjieK (See Isaiah 
Ixii. Ixiil.) 1 believe them to be perfedly right in thi^ opinion* 

become 



become tb$ last or Carlovingian bead of the Roman 
beast. For» since tbe Roman beast under bis 
Carlovingian bead is represented by St. John as 
tbe cbief of the confederacy which is gatnered to 
Armageddon at the close of tbe 1^60 years, and 
since tbe wilful king is described by Daniel as tbe 
Qbief of an expedition against the same country and 
at the same period ; it seemed necessarily to follow^ 
that tbe Roman beast under bis Carlovingian bead 
should at that era be identified with tbe wilful king. 
That such was my opinion, I more than once, 
though cautiously and obliquely,, intimated in my 
Dissertation*: and the event has, with much greater 
rapidity than I once expected, unhappily shewn 
by pra£tical demonstration, that it was but too well 
founded. That Buonaparte has revived tbe CarlO'^ 
vingian empire, and consequently has become the 
representative of tbe last or Carlovingian bead of 
tbe beastf can now scarcely be doubted. As yet 
indeed he has not assumed the title of Emperor of 
tbe Romans, nor compelled the chief of the house of 
Austria to resign it, but he appears to be upon tbe 
eve of assuming it: and, when he has assumed it, I 
know not what it can add to his present power and 
influence. Who will deny, that, like Charlemagne 
to whom his flatterers delight to compare him, he 
is tbe uncontrouled continental Emperor of tbe 
western Roman world? 

Such were the grounds, on which I maintained 
that the context required us to apply a clause, 
ambiguous so far as mere grammar is concerned, to 

• See. Disiert. Vol, 11. p. 194, 336, 337, '360, 361, 362, 
363,364. 
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tbc wilful kingi and not to the king of the North* 
and because I was persuaded the context required us 
to do so, I therefore translated the conne£ti|ig Vau 
by but instead of by and^ both as expressing my 
own ideas of the proper application of the clause, 
and as desiring to produce a version free from the 
unavoidable ambiguity of the original. Let us now 
See Mr. WhitsJccr's representation, or rather mis- 
representation, of the matter. " What Mr. Faber 
** has ventured to say, that the context sufficiently. 
" shews that it is not the king of the North who is to 
" invade the glorious land ^ is founded on the liberty 
*^ he himself has taken to translate the Hebrew 
" particle Vau but instead of and*\ With what 
possible degree of attention can Mr. Whitakerhave 
read my work to hazard so strange a criticism upon 
it^ He exhibits me as translating Vau by but, 
instead of by and^ in order to make a context, upon 
which I may build my conclusion that the disputed 
clause ought to be referred to the wilful king : 
whereas what I did was precisely the reverse. I 
did not draw my conclusion relative to the disputed 
clause, ^^cmixd I had translated Vau by but: but I 
translated Vau by but^ because I had previously 
drawn my conclusion relative to the disputed clause 
from that general view of the context which I have 
just exhibited to the reader. In short, what Mr* 
fVhitaker makes myfoundation^ namely my render- 
ing Vau by but^ I had considered as a mere 
incidental part of my superstru&ure : and, as I have 
already observed, I adopted that translation, not as 
authorizing me to refer the disputed clause to the 
infidel king, but simply as exhibiting my own opinion 
how it ought to be referred agreeably to a previous 

Q 2 view 
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view of tlie conteict— But he i» very indigflamt at m^ 
tranalatiag tfa.e Van hy bui^ and not by and; wliidi^ 
lie says is not only in contradi^on to our own 
version, but likewise to the LXX. This is the 
jirst time that I ever heard a person censured ia/&^ 
abstraSf for departing from those two trandations. 
However I can assure Mr. Whitaker, that, if he 
like to retain the and, it is a matter of profound 
indifference Co me: my explanation, not being 
pmnied upon the version of the Vau^ as be would 
persuade itae, will remain precisely the faihe whether 
the Vau be letldered artd or buU *^ And at the 
*' tim^ of the end a king of the south shall butt at 
** htm; and a king of the north «hall C6me against 
** him like k whirlwind^ with chariots, and with 
^^ horses, and with many ships. And (notmtb^ 
** Handing this two-fold attack) he shall enter iftto 
^' the countries/' Does the reader perceive any 
difference in the superstru&ure, since, what Mn 
Whitaker represents as my foundation^ the all<« 
important but has been takeii away ?«— Before tha 
matter be quite dropped^ I have a little circumstance 
to notice in Mr. Whitaker's critiasm, of which I 
Would fain hear some account. He says, I have 
made an unwarrantable, nay a most unwarrantably 
alteration in the text by translating the Van by but; 
and be brings against me, in formidable array, both 
our English version and that of the LXX. I wish 
to have the cogency of all this explained to me« 
Does Mr. Whitaker mean to say, that my alteration, 
is '*most Unwarrantable*', because Van never 
signifies but; or because, by so translating a pardde 
which may. signify but, I contradi£l the JEiiglidi 
versicm and. the LXX? If the former; I musfii 

take 
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take t&e liberty, of Mling hiitig ihtt te h qXikb^ 
mtstakeii: tftfaf latter; then he tnainl»iiiS) itMet&ty 
person, who differs from die English veTsiott alld 
the LXX, makes '^itmost miwarranuble alomu 
^< tion in the text'*. I freely give him hi* cSkJiM 
ctfthe dilemma** 

Mr. Whilaker cbses hk final objcfibn with silt 
observation of hisi own, which he evidently eonsiders 
a[& of no small importance. Tbe king of tbe Sautb 
is said td butt; and Mabammeif he says, is deserilied 
onderthe ignre of a Uttle born: this latent faint 
therefbreis to be esteemed an argument temtt^ «» 
prove, that tbe king oftbe Scmib denotes tbe inccifs^ 
son of Mobammed in the Saracenic etnpir$; andv 
because ray l^pothesis quite destmys it, wdi 
destrufikni is no great recommendatioA of n^ 
hypothesist--^I baa myself observed, a^ Mn 
Whitaker rightly stateis, that tlm IUngoftb$ soutb^k 
said to butt: but, to be sure^ I n»ver thonght idf 
tbereby proving him lo be Mobammed and h(^ 
successors j and» as for ^ the latent hint** of wUch h6 
speaks, it was so latent that it qmte escaped my 
notice. Tbe Rrsian ram butts : so does tbe Maee^ 
donian be-goat : so does tbe papid little born : m 
do alt tbe otber borns. Among so many wmpeA^ 
tors I should not have known where to file t but itt 
truth the idea never occurred to me. AiiMr a}); 
neither Mobammed nor his Saracenic succsstot^ are 

* Mr. Whitaker dots not soem to liayeobservc4» thateyen 
in the short space of the prOphety, relative to the wars at th 
Hm rfthe tni^ oar tftnriators themselves hare roMlered the Vmi 
by hm no lets than thiee timest snd ontee bvr«r. dee ttr, 4L 
43,44^45. TJ -s 

+ Letter^ p. 50. 
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typified by tbe little bom ^f the Ife^goai^ hnttbt 
Mobammedan religion^ which is common alike both 
to tbe Saracens and tbe Turks. How then can 
even a shadow of argument be brought to prove, 
that tbe butting king of tbe soutb is tbe Saracenic 
empire, because, not tbe Saracenic, empire^ but tbe 
Mobammedan religion is typified by a Utile bom? 
-—And here I cannot refrain from observing, what 
seems not only to have escaped Mr. Whitaker's 
notice, but even that of our venerable predecessors 
Mede and Newton, that, if the kh^ dF the South 
be the Saracenic empire (which I maintain to be 
impossible, because he is first introduced at tbe time 
of tbe esidX i^ i^ ^^T singular that so little should 
be said about bim, and so mucb about tbe king, of 
tbe North whom they suppose to denote the Turkish 
empire* The exploits of the Saracens were at least 
as wonderful as those of tbe Turks: and, in addition 
to their other amazmgly extensive conquests, they 
likewise, no less than tbe Turks, made themselves 
masters of the glorious holy land. If then the 
hings qf tbe Soutb and tbe North denote tbe 
Saracenic and Turkish empires, is it not somewhat 
singular that so much should be said about the 
latter^ and so very little about the former ? Accor- 
ding to the scheme, fvhich I have ventured SLuddo 
venture to oppose, although sanctioned by the 
eminent names of Mede and Newton, all that is 
said of tbe Saracens is, " The king oC tbe sout}i 
** shall butt at him": while six long verses, with the 
exception of these few words (in the onginal only 
four words), are exclusively devoted to tbe Turks. 
When this argument^ however inconclusive in an 
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insulated state^ is added to my other argumtots, it 
will» I think, cany some weight*. 

To 

* That I may not interrupt the regalarity of my arguments 
I shall throw into a note my answer to the charge which Mr. 
Whitaker has brought against me relative to iSe man ofm. I 
had asserted^ that there was no sort of resemblance either 
cbrmdogkal or €ircumtantud between thi twilfiti king and the mam 
rfsim except in the single circumstance of their both exalting 
themselves above all diat is called God or worshipped : and,, 
what I meant by the former of these (for it is to this only that 
Mr. Whitaker obje^s) I afterwards very fully stated to be^ 
that the moHofim was to be revealed shortly after the downfall 
of the western empire^ whereas the.nmlfid kiag was not to make 
his appearance till after the Reformation. (Dissert. Vol* !• 
P* 3lOj 313.) Butj says Mr. Whitaker, there is a chronolo. 
gical resemblance between them, because they are both to 
come to their end at the same time. This was an objection 
which I certainly did not expeA, after expressing myself, at 
I had thought, so clearly on the point. Mr. Whitaker 
however has urged it, and with a considerable degree of 
parade. He has my free leave to make the most of it. If 
he can prove the identity of two powers by their chronolo* 
gical contermination, while they rise up at two entirely 
oiBTerent periods, he will certainly perform wonders. In the 
mean tim^, I will direft.him to a passage in my Work, wherein 
this very contermination, which he supposes I had overlooked. 
is expressly insisted upon. (See Dissert. Vol. I. p. 212.) 
As for his saying, that the primacy seems to be ascribed both 
to the ^/uilfiil king and the man of sin, and that ttvo cannot have it 
at once, I hai^e carefully read over the descriptions of both, 
and cannot find the least hint about the primacy in either. 
I had observed indeed, that Mr. Whitaker says, prudently 
enough, " seems to be ,ascribed'\ With regard to the partial 
co.existence o(t*wo sachfowers, ihtfossihility of which he doubts, 
I beg only to refer him to the co-existence of tnfidel France 
and the Papacy. In all the arguments which he has brought 
against me, I cannot find that, so far as mere circumstances 
otchara&er go, he ever attempts to deny, that the chara&er of 
the 'Wilful king, contained in Dan, xi, 36 — 39, answers very 
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To all that I have «aid idative to &€ gieat 
confusion which b necessarily occasioned by our 
supposing the wilful king to be a sort of compound 
of Pagan Emperors ^ Christian Emperors ^ Western 

exa^jT to ibe AarmBer o( tie igjM reftMkt and ofamne be 
will IMC ^eny« tliat tihe chrnvSer o£ tie fmm ef sig exzi^y 
answers to de tharaSer of the Pafaey. Ikre tii^, by the 
tadt aeknowtedgnent of Mr. Whitaker himself^ we have a 
dmoitttrative proof of the possibiltty of the co-existence of 
iwontcbftfUferst for, if he could have fbondany flaw in my 
applicaf ion of tie ciamBer (I speak now ni^. of fftf eharaSet) 
of the nioijki kmf to htJSiei fnmce, I have no reason to suppose 
that he wonld not have immediately pointed it out with high 
latisfaAion. (Letter, p. 47.) 

And now tmth cmnpels me to admowledge, that I have 
not stated the c^se of tie nv^kl kmf and the mum ^sht to accu- 
tateiy a? I might h^ve done. I ought to have said, that there 
itrmsmsort tf reteiMance between them either r&mo^^d/ or 

whereas I erroneously made the exception of 
^)ehr hoth extdtfng tfiemtehet alaove all that is caStdndar V90r$hipfed. 
Tie hhtg is said to magnify himself above im gods, true as 
well -as false : but the max of sm is only said to oppose and 
exalt himself above all that is a^d god or august. At the 
time when I wrote what I did, I had not very recently read 
fip. Newtqn's Dissertation on ^ mm of an; and his interpre- 
tation of that particular part of die propheqr had escaped m^ 
memory. I certainly thought, that we man ffm't exalting 
himsej^ab^e all that is caSedndtur is tmrshipped related to hi^ 
exaiHHg hhnselfahwe Qod atS his Christ: and I have to thank 
Mr. whitaker for having so led me to reconsider the subjedl, 
as cjearly to perceive that I was mistaken. He builds an argu. 
ment, as we have seen, on the use of the word onHcimenus to 
prove that the fope is qntichtistm: whereas the word proves no 
such thing ; for what the man ofsk opposed, as Bp. Newton 
rightly observes, was not God^ but all that is called g<A pt 
august, in other words, kings and empenrs* It is obvious, that 
ray corredion of this error considerably strengthens my 
argument; and proves yet more decidedly^ that the n/i^dking 
cannot be the same as Ae man of sin. 

Emperors^ 
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Emperon^ Eastern Eniperors, and Popes^, Mr. 
Whitaker gives only the following answer, " To 
** any thing objed:ed to a supposed want of 
** unity and simplicity occasioned by this 
application^ I think it a sufficient answer, ^ 
that a description of the chara£ler of the 
governing powers of the Roman empire, must, 
** to suit it, vary as they did"t. This very answer, 
such as it is, was furnished by myself, and reje&ed 
as quite unsatis£si£lory : for I was aware that it was 
the only answer that could be given, and therefore 
I was determined to anticipate it)[;. If Mr* Whit- 
aker think it sufficient, I can only say that be is 
much sooner satisfied than myself. Let the reader 
however compare together my objt&ion^ and the 
supposed sufficient answer to it; and then determine 
for himself. I ask no more: the cause is laid before 
him, 

Mr. Whitaker wind^ up his arguments, by which 
be had hoped to destroy my second point, as follows* 
Speaking of my disregarding the conne6lion 
between the butting king of the fioutb and tbc 
Mohammedan little born^ sor.clearly established by 
^* the latent hint", which I have already discussed, 
he observes: ** Nowthisconne£tionisby Mr.Faber^s 
hypothesis entirely broken, which is certainly no 
great recommendation of the latter, yet a 
^^ little blot in comparison with the others I 
'^ have noticed, and which as they really militate 
** both against the topography and chronology of 
*^ the prophecy, though the author professes to 

♦ See my Dissert. Vol. I. p. 289—292. + Letter, p. 44. 
X Dissert. Vol. I. p. 291, 292. 
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'< contend earnest! y for both» seem to me completely 
« to dc^3Croy ibe second point on which his system 
rests— -/^ late appearance of the king^ who does 
according to bis own will^ in revolutionary 
^^ France**. Let the carefiil reader peruse with his 
tttmo3t caution all that I have just written on tbis 
second pointy and see whether he can discover in it 
any thing thai militates against tbe chronology of 
the prophecy. Against us topography indeed^ 
accoriding to Mr. Whitaker's idea of that topography, 
I confess that my scheme greatly militates: but 
against its real topography I flatly deny that it 
militates. This sweeping obje&ion is plainly 
founded u|x>n what I have already sufficiently 
noticed, Mr. Whicaker's erroneous idea that the 
prophecy is locals and that the scene of it must be 
confined to tbe land of Judea. 

3. **The next point", says Mr« Whitaker, 
'^ necessary to the support c^ the new system of 
** interpretation published in tbe Dissertation on 
'* tbe J^opbedes^ is the assumption, that tbe Carlo^ 
** vingian empire is tbe ien^bomed beast in tbe 
" Apocalypse"* — L might, were I so disposed, 
quarrel widi Mr. Whitaker*s second introdu&ion 
of the word assmnption, as if I assumed eveiy thing, 
and did not even so much as attempt to prove any 
thing: hut let that pass. I ask Mr. Whitaker then, 
in the &ce of the public, where he finds that I ever 
asserted tbe ten-homed apocalyptic beast to be tbe 
Carlovingian empire? What I said was this : that 
tbe Roman empire under every one of its seven forms 
of government was symbolized by tbis beast; that 

* Letter p« 51. 
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St. Jokn beheld the rise of this beast, wliich in stria* 
ncss of speech had been in existence long before 
he was born, because considered in its bestial capa«- 
city the Roman empire had ceased to be from the 
age of Coftstantine to the year 606 ; that the beast 
revived un^r his sixth or wounded beady which 
considered as a bestial bead was healed by his 
relapsing into his former bestial state of idolatry 
and persequtron; thai,' when the beast thnsreviyedy 
Jiis last or double or Carlovingidfi Bead was noti 
chronologic|lly speaking, in existence, though he 
appeared with all his seven beads atid ten boms 
complete^ because the Roman empire considered ai 
M whole could not otherwise be symbohcally repre- 
sented; and that, when that last bead ^t length 
arose, it was in extent of dominion, agreeably to 
the apostolic prediftiori> the whole beast. In this 
JBenseltwas, that studiously adaptmg my expression 
to the language of St« John, and imitating the 
example of my illttisierious predecessor Mr. Mede, 
I indifFei^ently styled 'the Carlovingian monarchy 
the Roman beast under bh last head or the last head 
of the Roman beast, considering the terms as 
convertible, because the prophet had told me that 
the eighth king or head should be the beast himself*. 
But, that the ten^homed beast was so exclusively 
the Carlovingi&n empire, either ftom his original 
birth under Latinus or Romulus of from his revival 
under Phocas, that he was absolutely nothing else 
(for so, if I mistake not, Mn Whitaker represents 

* ** Beitia Rcmana capitis novissimi'^ saf s Mr. Medc. 
We difier indeed essentially in our ideas respedting ^hat power 
is meant by that last heady but i3nt Jjhnueologjf in speaking of the 
heast and his last head is the same. 

■ 
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tnt as saying); ibis I never asserted, nor evet 
thought of asserting. Indeed if I had, I should 
most palpably have contradi6led myself. Yet on 
this gross misrepresentation does . Mr. Whitaker 
build one of his arguments against my .scheme, and 
teU me that ** the Carlovingian empire ought, to 
" support my hypothesis, to have begun sooner 
" than it did, even in the year 606, that is before 
" Charlemagne was born"*. My opponent can 
purely never have read with any common degree of 
attention the se£lion wherein I discuss the charadec 
of the ten-borned beast: to that sedion in general, 
for I scarcely know how to give him a particular 
reference, I beg to refer the reader. Let me be 
right or wrong in my opinion, he wilj at least see 
what I really do say, unsophisticated by the gloss 
of Mr. Whitaker. - 

But Mr. Whitakej updertakes : to demonstrate 
th^t tbe tethborned beast of the Appcalypse is the 
^me as tbe little born mepldon^d in the seventh 
chapter of Daniel. And this he AotA in the follow- 
ing manner. Tbe same duration^ or (as he might 
more accurately have expressed himself) tbe same 
term of prosperous duration^ is assigned both to 
tbe apocalyptic beast and to tbe little born; namely 
tbree times and a balf^ or 1^60 days: and, during 
ihis term, he says, tbe saints are alike to be given 
into the hand of tbe beast and tbe born : but they 
cannot be given, during the same term, into the 
hand of two different powers : therefore tbe beast 
and tbe born must he tbe same power. But/6^ 
born I myself allow to be tbe Papacy: thtrtforctbe 

^ Letteri p.55« 
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beast must be the Papacy. He concludes this 
supposed irrefragable argument, after the manner 
of Euclid, ^ith an emphatic Q. £• P. 

Here again he compels me to suspe£l, that he 
never can hav^ read the se£);ion of my Work, 
wherein I treat of tbf apocalyptic ten-borned beast ^ 
with even a moderate degree of att^ention. I there 
fully state the reason, why the teti-borned Roman 
beast in his revived state must necessarily corxtinne 
to praf^se prosperously during the very same 
term that the saints were given into the hand of his 
little born: namely, because he revived from. his 
deadly wound, or in other words relapsed into his 
ancient open support of persecuting idolatry, by the 
very a£l of giving t be saints into the hand of hi^ 
little born ; which he did, when under his iniipei;ial 
head in tbe year 606 he declared tbe Pope to be 
sole universal biibop^ Hence the prosperous 
duration of tbe revived beast and his littU born 
cannot but be contemporary frolm beginning to lend. 
But, how contemporaneous existence proves identity , 
I have yet to learn. Mr. Whitaker might i use as 
well argue, that, because tbe same term of \9,6\i years 
from beginning to ending is assigned both to Popery 
properly so called ?Lnd Mobammedism, Popery mnst 
be the same^ as Mobammedism. But, says Mr. 
Whitaker, tbe saints are given during the same 
period into the hand both of tbe beast and tbe bom: 
but they cannot be given into the hand of two 
contemporary powers at once : therefore ibe beast 
must be tbe born. I cannot quite see the conclu« 
idveness of this syllogism, even if Mr. Whitaker had 
stated his premises accurately; because I find not 
tbe least difficulty in conceiving, that tbe saints 

might 



might kf dned' be givetii into the hand both of a 
pefstCUting ecctedasticaif^meriznd of its ally and 
supporter a persecuting tecUlar ptrWer ready t6 
execute all its prege3» of tyrannical cmelty • But 
MnWhitalcer htfs^it^ stated his pretnisefs accarately. 
He will no where ^fitt4 it said; that 7/)^^ j>(i/Ajf5 were 
given into the hand of the beast. It h said ihdeed; 
that p&wlfr wasg^vcn unto him, namely by permission 
from abb^ei to Ynake war with the saints^ and to 
bverconie themi : btit, as for fb^ giving ofibe Sdinti 
into' the bandi ef the little born, which implies I 
think liebessarily ibme specific aS of in'oestittire, it 
was he himself thiat g^ve the saints into the hand of 
the born, so fat frtrni receiving them from some 
otfeerpo^cr. The beast ^xidhk little bom co-exist: 
ibe biast gives fito iUiktl into the hlind of his little 
born: an<r then, by the alUwise'tbough inscrutable 
permission of providence, lends himself, as even 
Bp. NWto^' acb)lo#kdges with what- consistency 
I stop libt iibW ib Itt^uire*, to execute with unre- 
lenting barbarity tbd sanguinary wishes of hts 
eccleHa^icat colieaguei 

Hii^flg thus, ht conceives, fairly overturned 
three ' cf the points on which this new hypothesis 
ireists, Mt. Whitaker should now go on to the next: 
but soithposing is the manner in which his doughty 
atitagdntst asserts that be has proved what he has 

^ ^*^srA^ishittiBelf<ion{&Kts, that an inntimerable multitude 
** ofLoflanbaiidSacramentarians were burnt throaghoat all 
<< Earopej who yet he .says were not put to death by tie Pope ami 
'* Bisbofi^h^thy tbf€fvd magistrates; which fttft&Xy a^ees 
^* with^hisprophec/> for it is said oUbe $eamr beatt^^iiizt he 
^ should ihake wat With the saintly and OTescome them'*. 
Oksert^inloc* 
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only assumed, that, to prevent readers not accuse 
tomed to investigate the arguments presented to 
them from being misled, he kindly thinks it right 
to point out some of the particulars produced und«r 
this head, which are untenable* — He begins with 
complaining hieavily of my mode of reasoning, 
which is this : having either proved^ . or believing 
that I have proved, any given position^ I argue 
from it as solid ground to the next position,. and so 
onwards. Of this reasoning he gives sundry 
specimens; but, before I.procej^ to examine. them, 
it may not be amiss to inquire whether Mr.Whitaker 
does not use the seU-same mode himself, although 
he affe&s to consider it as peculiarly a contrivance 
of my ownt. He takes it for granted then, and 
fells us that he has aflually demonstrated it, that 
the little Roman born is the same as the ten^bomed 
apocalyptic beast, and that tkby both alike symbo- 
lize the Papacy. Upon this position every tihing 
that is said in his Commentary from p. 205 to p. 423^ 
and in his General and conne&ed view from p. 194 
to p. 247 , is more or less founded : yet would a Papist 
deny, that either th^ horn or the bea^t is the Papacy; 
and I, who am "a hardened, and : inveterate^ 
Protestant, deny that the beast is. Mr.Whitaker's 
writings abound with similar instances just as much 
as mine do : nor do I at all blame him for it, because 
in truth I cannot see how an argument can be 
carried on in any other way : I only think it a little 

* Letter, p. 53« 

-f The/ judicious reader will not charge me with being 
guilty ofofty origmaUty in using this nu)de.ofreasomng. 
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Jiard, thsit he should obje6t to my reasoning from 
one position which I consider as proved to another 
which I wish to prove, when he does the very same 
himself; and, not only he, but Mede and Newton 
likewise. 

. The first specimen of my assumptions is this*; 
that I take it for granted that the appearance of tbe 
ivilful king (who, Mr. Whitaker says he has demon^ 
stratedf can only be tbe Roman power) must be 
after tbe Reformation^ and that tbe time of tbe end 
must be when /6^ 1260 years expire: from these 
two assumptions come no small part of the deduc- 
tions necessary to my system — If it be an assumption 

* Mr. Whitaker^ in his letter^ p. 53, has given various 
references to difierent aimmptkmt as he calls them throughout 
my. work. That all these are Ill-founded, the reader is to 
take Mr. Whitaker 's ifie 4ixit: for he offers not a shadow of 
argument against f hem, but simply denies them. I was at 
fiirst puzzled how to deal ivith such an antagonist, but after 
mature >. deliberation I thought the best method was the retort 
coufteout. Accept then, friendly reader, my positive denial of 
the following assumptions of Mr. Whitaker. Commentary on 
the Revelation. Preface, last page, last line. — ^P. 42.1.7, 
8. 9--P. 81. the 5 last lines — ^P. 83» the whole of note on 
ver. 7 with the rxception of the last three lines — ^P.98. the 
four last lines with all that is subsequently said relative to 
jiitila being the Mountam — ^P. 105. last line andP, 106. first 
line et infra— P. 111.1. 8, 9— P. 176. 1. 13, 14, 15— P.1.79. 
1. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9^ 10, 11— P. 187. all that is said relative to 
the holy city being the literal Jerusalem— Y .\9\ . \. 5, 6— P. 198 et 
infra, all that is said relative to the man-child h^mg Constantine 
— P. 205. An that is said relative to the beast being the Papacy 
— P. 207. three last lines to the end of the sentence — P.209. 
1. 16.-20— P. 205, 210. Hi$ idea that tbe rising of the t^wo 
heastsfrom the sea and the earth denote their rising in the west and 
the east. I have now got halfway through the book, and am 
weary of making any more such memorandums. 

that 
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that ibe wilful Jung is to arise after the Reformatiotiy 
itisno le^s an assumption on Mr. Whitaker'spart (im 
assumption on which alone the wtide of his system de- 
pends^) that he is to arise long b if ore the Refonnation. 
Both then being assumptions, the question is, which 
is the most probable assumption* /have simpljr 
followed the stream of the prophecy, and suppose 
him to be manifested subsequent to the event last 
noticed, as the event last noticed chronologically 
succeeded the event noticed before it; and so on to 
the very beginning of the prophecy. Mr. Whit- 
aker, on the contrary, when we have arrived, even 
according to Bp. Newton's own confession, at the 
persecution of the Protestants in the south of France 
which is beyond the time of the Reformation ^ would 
suddenly transport us back upwards of 15 centuries, 
thereby completely violating the regular succession 
of events detailed in the prophecy. Whether bis 
assumption, which necessarily involves such an 
immense retiogade chionologkal leap, or mine, 
which supposes the king to arise exadly in that 
part of the prophecy where he is first meationedy 
be most probable, I chearbilly leave to the reader 
to determine. As for my chronological leaps which 
Mr. Whitaker expatiates upon, they are but a mere 
type of his; and not one of them is retrogade-^My 
other assumption, that the time of the end commences 
wheii the I9,60years expire, is noton assumptioHm 
I appeal to the reader whdther I have not proved 
that point. What Mr. Whitaker indeed saya 

* Here h another instance of his doii^ the ?ery thing for 
which he blames me. What he 4umme» celatiTe to the time 
of tie im/fij img's appearance, I flatly deag^m 

S respeding 
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respeding tbe time of the end is a mere assumption^* 
And now let us attend to the conclusion which, he 
says, 1 arrive at from my two assumptions. Since 
I make tbe wilful king to be one of tbe ten 
boms of tbe beasts since tbe beast ends his career at 
the conclusion of tl)e 1260 days^ since I make tbe 
time of tbe end to commence when those days 
terminate, and since the expedition of tbe wilful 
king htgm^ at tbe time of tbe end; I mdkc tbe wilful 
king begin to a6k after the date of his own destruo* 
tion, which, says Mr. Whitaker, will make *'a 
" terrible breach in the integrity of my system". 
I have doubtless not always expressed myself with 
absolutely stri& accuracy respe£ling the termination 
of tbe 1260 yearSf for I have sometimes written as 
if I believed that God's enemies would be destroyed 
at Armageddon in tbe very last year of that period. 
This inaccuracy, and a few others of a similar 
nature which have escaped Mr. Whitaker^s notice, 
I purposed to point out in a supplement to my 
Work long before I knew thai; so respe&able an 
opponent would undertake my castigation. There 
are however various parts of my Work, where I 
enter specifically into detail, by which the verbal 
inaccuracy, that Mr Whitaker thinks makes " such 
*' a terrible breach in my system", might easily 
have beencorre£led; and perhaps would have been 
correfisd by my antagonist himself, had he honoured 
my Dissertation with a more minute degree of 
attention, I state that tbe last vial, or tbe vial of 

* Had he urged I^r. Mede's argument, I shoald not have 
called it mt asutmfti»; but, as Mr. Whitaker sutes the 
point, it is in his case amen assumftm. 

tbe 
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the vintage^ will be poured out as soon as tbe 1 260 
years expire; and that then the final judgments of 
God will begin to go abroad. This last vial 
synchronizes with tbe time of tbe end and tbe 
expedition of tbe wilful king to Palestine. Now, 
though the judgments of God begin to go abroad 
at the expiration of /ib^ 1^260 years; though sentence 
is then pronounced upon his enemies ; and though 
they are as it were dead in law^ their last machina- 
tions serving only to precipitate them into destruc- 
tion: it is obvious, that all the great events 
comprehended under tbe last vial cannot for 
physical reasons take place in a single day*. They 
will begin indeed to take place at the end of tbe^ 
1260 years; but there is reason to think that at least 
tbirty years will elapse before tbe Anticbristian 
confederacy is finally broken, tbe tribe of Judab 
restored, and tbe sandluary completely cleansed. 
Daniel represents 7 5 years as intervening between 
the end of tbe \9.&0 years and the commencement 
oi tbe Millennium ; and these he divides , into 30 
years and 45 years. I think it most probable, that 
tbe bestial confederacy will be destroyed at the end 
oitbe ZO years; and tbe wbole 75 years I conceive 
to be designated by the name of tbe time of tbe endm 
It is observable, that it is no where positively said, 
that either tbe beast or his little born shall be des^ 
troyed exaftly at tbe end of tbe 1260 years, but 
only that so long they shall be permitted to 
tyrannize with impunity over tbe saints. As for 
the word used by the Apostle in Rev* xiii, 5, as 

* Bp^ Newton speaks much to the same purpose. See his 
Dissert, on Rev. xvi. 17 — 21. 

S 2 Bp. Newton 
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Bp* Newton rightly observes, and as I Have more 
than once stated in my Dissertation^ it ought to 
be rendertdto praSise prosperously ^ not to continue*. 
Where then is " the terrible breach" which Mr. 
Whitaker thinks he has made in my system ? 

Mr. Whitaker draws his next specimen from 
** the plausible reasonings" which he says I use to 
establish my thesis that tbe ten-bomed beast is the 
Carlovingian empire^ As I have already stated 
that this is a gross misrepresentation of my opponent. 
It is superfluous to say any thing more on the 
subje^. 

He next notices my making two powers of what 
he assumes^ for be neither does nor can prove it, are 
only one and tbe same power; namely tbe ten-borned 
beasty and tbe little born^* I still maintain ; and I 
will venture to predid:, from what I have hitherto 
seen of the cogency of his arguments, that he will 
not very soon confute me : I still maintain, that it is 
contrary to every principle of symbolical propriety, 
as the ytry able prelate to whom Mr, Whitaker 
alludes most justly remarked, that one of tbe boms 
of a beast should mean the same thing as tbe beast 
himself As well might my antagonist assert, that 

♦ While I readily apologize to the reader for the verbal 
inaccuracy of which I have certainly been sometimes guilty, 
I beg to refer both him and Mr. Whitaker to the following 
passages in my Work, where they will find my sentiments w 
detail free from any of that contradidoriness which my oppo- 
nent ascribes to them. Dissert. Vol. I. p. 60, 51, 103—106 
—Vol. II. p. 319, 320, 321, 352, 353, 354, 356-360, 362, 
363, 364, 365, 366, 376, 377, 378, 382, 396, 397, 398, 
399, 400. 

t Letter, p. 54, % Letter, p. SS. 

tbe 
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fbe little }>orn of the be-goat is the be-goat bimse^, 
as that tbe little born of the Roman beasts is tb& 
Roman beast himself*. As for his argumentum ad 
bominem^ " that one of tbe boms of a symbolical beast 
'* may as well mean the same thing as tbe symbolidat 
^* beast bimselfy as one of bis beads may", he must 
have paid very little attention to what I say on the 
subje£): to think of bringing forward such an arga-^ 
mentt. Can Mr. Whitaker then discover no differ^ 
cnce between a bom which denotes one out of maty 
powers tbat arise out of a broken empire^ and a bead 
yrhich^^notes a form of government tbat either does 
preside or has presided over the whole empire f The 
former, as such, never can be the same as the 
empire of which it constitutes only a part: the latter 
is, to all political intents and purposes, the verjr 
same; unless we are studiously to separate tbe 
government of a state from fbe state itselfagretSihly ta 
the principles of the modem Charlemagne. Itt 
all our relations to foreign powers, whether we say 

* It ig a carimts circumstance^ that, notwithstanding all 
that Mede and Newton have written on the subjeft, they 
find themselves perpetuaUy obliged to speak oi the apocafypti€ 
ien-homed beast as being the secular Roman empire , which I believe 
it to be. I have already given an instance of Newton'g 
phraseology, wherein he considers the slaying of tbe saints by tbe 
ten^hdmed beast to denote the legal murders perpetrated by the sectdar 
powers of the Roman empire at the instigation of the Romish church: 
and, as for Mede, after expressly calling the two apocalyptic 
beasts the secular beast and the eccUsiasticcd beast ^ he declares that 
the ten.homed beast is the ten-homed apostatic empire in opposition to 
tbe kingdom of the saints^ Comment. Apoc. de Bestia decern* 
cornupeta — Comment. Minor. B. v. C. ii. p. 916, 

f The reader is requested to peruse the note at p. 150 of 
my 2d volume. 

that 
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that England does such a thing, or that the govern-* 
ment of England does it, the meaning will be the 
same : whereas, if the British monarchy were divided 
into the four horns or sovereignties of England ^ 
Scotland, Ireland, and IVales; no one, I presume, 
would say, that the little horn of Wales was the 
same as the whole British lion. Hence Mr. Mede, 
though I chink him mistaken in his interpretation 
of the last head of the beast, very justly, so far as 
phraseology goes, uses as convertible terms the beast 
nnder his last head and the last head of the beast r 
for It is plain that the head cannot aft without the 
body, and therefore the adlions of the one are the 
a£lions of the other. Now, if I ever had had it 
proved to me, that the Papacy was really the last 
bead of the secular Roman beast, I should in that 
sense very readily have allowed it was the beast 
under bis last head; just as in a former period of 
bis existei^ce I should style him the beast under his 
sixth head^ or under his fifth head. But so far 
from this being proved to me, history proves the 
very reverse. Mr. JVhitaker merely assumes, that 
the Pope must be a head of the beast and the beast 
himself , because he has claimed all power both in 
temporals and spirituals. On the contrary, / 
shewed that Charlemagne a&ually exercised the 
temporal power which the Pope only ineffe&ually 
claimed: and, since I found a curious circumstance 
in his history which shewed how he was in one 
sense the seventh and in another the eighth bead of 
the beast, I scrupled not to conclude that his empire 
was the last bead of the beast; which thus has 
really only seven heads, though apparently eight. 
In this part of his pamphlet^ Mr.Whitaker has the 

following 
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following passage, which to me at least is not veiy 
intelligible. ^' It should be observed, that, though 
*' the beast in Daniel and that in the Revelation 
** represent the same power ^ they are not accurately 
the same beast; but two different representations 
of the same objedl with different adjun&s. The 
** beast in Daniel is not represented as having 
** more than one beady whereas that in the Reve- 
'** lation has seven : the beast in the Revelation is 
" not represented with any little born^whtre^s that 
" in Daniel has one. The identity therefore of 
" these representations is not such as to support 
** the objeftion; for the little born in Daniel does 
in fad; form no part of the beast in the Revela* 
tion, and consequently the power it represents 
may without contradi£lion be chara£lerized by 
" the wbole'\ Conhision of conception ordinarily 
produces confusion of expression. Does he mean 
to say, that the apocalyptic ten-borned beast is the 
same or not the same as the ten-borned beast in 
Daniel ? To me they appear to be tbe very same*^ 
both equally symbolizing tbe Roman empire from 
beginning to end. That this is the case with 
Daniel's beast, Mr. Whitaker allows; that it is 
likewise the case with tbe apocalyptic beast , is plain 
from St. John's description of him^ He tells us, 
that, when be wrote, Jive of tbe beasfs beads were 
fallen, one was then in existence, and tbe last was 

* Mr. Whitaker might just as well have stated, that I 
maintained Daniel's ten-homed beast to be tbe Carkvhtgum 
empire^ as that I maintained St. John's to belt; for I had 
asserted as unequivocally as I could express myself, that tht 
trwo beasts were the 'Very sam. See my Dissert* Vol, 11. p. 
148—161. 

future. 
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future. What then can the beast be but the 
Roman empire? AxkI, if it be the Romun empire^ 
then it is the same as Daniel's bea$t. And, if it 
be the same as Daniel's beast^ how can it be the 
same as its own little born. The only difference 
I can discover between the chara£ter of the beast as 
exhibited by Daniel, and his chara6ler as exhibited 
in Rev. xiii, is this : in the one case, chronologi- 
cally speaking, tbe beast is the empire from beginning 
to end yx^t as he appears in Rev. xvii. 9 — H; in 
the other case, tbe beast is tbe same empire during 
bis existence (after his revival) of 1^60 years, under 
bis sixth bead and under bis last bead. Why he 
did not appear to Daniel with seven beads^ I pre- 
sume not to determine ? But, does Mr. Whitaker 
mean to say, that that circumstance proves the 
non-identity of Daniel's beast and tbe apocalyptic 
beast? So thought not either Mede or Newton. 
As for tbe little bonty I have very fully stated the 
reason why it is not mentioned in the Revelation. 
2'be second beast occupies its place, and performs 
exa£Uy the same fun£lions to tbe first beast as tbe 
little bom does to Daniel's beast. Hence, as the 
on^ is not mentioned in the Apocalypse, so neither 
is the other by Daniel. Mr* Whitaker seems 
afraid of denying the identity of tbe two ten-borned 
beastSy and yet afraid of allowing it, lest such an 
acknowledgment should at once destroy his assump* 
Hon that tbe little born is the same as the ten^borned 
apocalyptic beast. I still continue to deny, on the 
authority of history, that tbe Pope was ever a bead 
of the secular Roman beast; and equally to deny, 
on the score of symbolical propriety, that tbe born 
of a beast as such can denote the beast biinself. As 

for 
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for the kings giving their strength to the beast ^ I 
explained ic to mean, what I believe it does mean, 
hot resigning their crowns to Charlemagne, but 
upholding the principles whereby the empire once 
more became a beast. This indeed they began to 
do before Charlemagne was bom, even when the 
beast revived under his sixth head in the year 606. 
' The last charge that Mr. Whitaker brings 
against me under the present division of the subjeft 
is, that I speak of an eighth head, and a septimo* 
o&ave bead (which last he believes to be one 
entirely of my own discovery); whereas the angel 
does not speak of an eighth heed, but of an eighth 
king*. I am not so ignorant of the very first 
rudiments of Greek, as to require to be gravely told 
by Mr. Whitaker, that in the original the eighth 
agrees with the masculine king and not with the 
feminine head : nor was my phraseology adopted 
in consequence of the ridiculous blunder which he 
seems to ascribe to me; but purposely, and for the 
sake of preserving uniformity. The seven heads are 
seven kings, and the seven kings are seven heads. The 
terms are convertible: they only diflFer in this; that 
the one is literal, and the other symbolical. Hence 
I thought myself perfeftly justified in following the 
example of Mede and Lowman ; both of whom 
(like myself) style the eighth king the eighth head, 
and both of whom (like myself) attempt to reduce 
these eight kings or beads to sevenf. Our modes 

indeed 

♦ Letter, p. 51. 

f '* The last head of the beast is indeed but the seventh (for the 
'' ^eartj we see, hath no more heads than seven in the vitiofij, 

" ytt 
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of reducing them to seven are essentbtly 
different, and we by no means agree respeding what 
power is intended by ibe eighth head; but oor 
phraseology f so far as denominating the eighth king 
the eighth head is concerned (which was the matter 
censured by Mr. Whitaker), is undoubtedly the 
same. If they then may style their supposed eighth 
king the eighth head, why may not / style my 
supposed eighth king the eighth head, without 
being called to accoimt for my misnomer by Mr. 
Whitaker ? However I am not disposed to quarrel 
with him on this point: if he prefer the phrase 
eighth king to eighth head, be it so; I contend not 
for words, but for faffs. But, what difference this 
alteration of phraseology can make in my system, 
I confess I see not* As for the word septimo-oSave, 
which 90 grievously offends Mr. Whitaker, I believe 

m 

*^ yet for some respc^ is an eighth; namely because the sixth 
*^ beadfiht sovereignty of Cesan (that head which in St .John's 
'' time nvasj declined at leneth to a demi^Cesar confined to 
** the west, — ^which being m some sort diverse from the 
*^ former takes the srvenih place ^ and makes the false prophet 
** the eighth. Bat, being as in name so in substance the same 
'^ Cesar with the former, the false prophet is still in order the 
'' seventh. The false prophet, beginning his dominion as soon 
** almost (if not altogether) as the dem-Cesar, is therefore in 
'^ order of time the sevmah as well as he. But, the dem.Cesar 
*^ being soon gone> the false prophet, still surriving and there. 
^* lore succeeding him, is, in resped of that time wherein he 
'^ oatlasteth him, as it were an eighth. Bat, whether eighth or 
** se<ve7ith, he is the last head this beast shall ever wear'*. 
(Mcde's Works, B. v. p. 912) — "in that reckoning, the 
*• ^^/7j/ spoken of woald be the eighth head or form of govem- 
^* ment". (Preface to Lowman's Paraphrase, p. 17.) — *'thc 
'' temporal power of the Bishops of Rome ; which was, in 
some sense, these^eitth, or, in another sense, the eighth bead 
of the Roman govermnent". Paraph* p* 97. 

It 
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it to be one of my own coining. It briefly 
expressed my meaning; and, as I first introduced 
it with an apologizing // / may use the expression*^ 
I had hoped it might have escaped censure. The 
idea however which it conveys is by no means a 
conceit of my own, Mr. Whitaker will find in 
Pole's synopsis a variety of attempts to shew how 
ibe Pope was in one sense the seventh king and in 
another sense the eighth; so that, although there 
were apparently eight kings , there were really only 
seven. Nay even he himself will excite an idea in 
the mind of the reader not very dissimilar by his 
scheme of making the Di&atorship and the Papacy 
jointl V only one bead : for, if his Di&atorio-Papal 
bead be not a septinto-o&ave king, what is it but a 
quintO'O&ave king ? 

4. The last of the four points^ on which Mr. 
Whitaker says my hypothesis rests, is, that on the 
sounding of the seventh trumpet the French revolution 
broke ^wrt*— This statement is extremely inaccurate* 
I never said, that the French revolution broke out 
at the sounding of the seventh trumpet : but on the 
contrary, that it broke out, when the great earths 
quake, which overthrew the tenth part of the Latin 
city, took place ; and that, shortly after, agreeably 
to the predi6lion, the third woe sounded, and the 
undisguised reign of open anarchy and impiety 
commenced. Mr, Whitaker thinks, that it would 
undoubtedly appear a most ridiculous attempt to 
set about persuading men, that the last trumpet has 
not yet sounded. I fully agree with him, and beg 
that he will save himself any such unnecessary 

• Dissert. Vol. II. p. .179* + Letter,, p. 58. 

T 2 trouble. 



€€ 



r 148 ] 

trouble, I would only remind him, that it has not 
been my fate, at least to the best of my recolle£lion, 
to meet with any expositor* before himself, who 
fancied that the third woe4rumpet was the ^ame as 
the last trump mentioned by St. PauL He says, 
that, ** as I seem not to have considered in this 
light the trumpet mentioned in the passage above 
cited, the proof of that might be no sound 
answer to me'*. If Mr. Whitaker could prove 
his point, it would be the very soundest answer 
that he c-ould give me : but, as the identity of the 
third woe4rumpet and the last trump at the day of 
judgment is merely one of Mr.Whitaker's assump* 
tions, which I have shewn to be wholly unfounded, 
any argument built upon such an assumption of 
course falls to the ground. Whether Dr. Ogilvie 
will think me already answered, as Mr. Whitaker 
promises himself, I presume not to say; because I 
know not whether he has adopted the opinion of his 
friend, that the third woe is the same as the last 
trump mentioned by St. Paul: for myself, I shall 
proceed to notice the only argument by which my 
opponent says he shall prove his point. It is this: 
that the whole period of the 1^60 years will be over 
when the witnesses are slain^ or at most when their 
bodies have lain three days and a halff in the street 

♦ At least no frofesiani expositor. The Jesuit Cornelius a 
Lapide indeed seems to have adopted a notion relative to tift 
seventh trumpet something similar to Mr. Whi taker's ; and tells 
us, that Andreas, Aretas, Beda, Primasius, Albertus, Ribera, 
Viegas, and others, thought with him. Comment, in Apoc. 
in loc. 

+ Mr. Whitaker, for some reason or another which he does 
not explain, allows only three days, (Letter, p» 59. !• i.) The 
prophecy says three dc^'s and a half. 
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of the great city; because the beast is not to be 
understood as slaying tbem until the end of that period. 
But by my own account that period commenced in the 
year 606. flence the witnesses cannot be slain and 
risen again, because the 1260 years are not yet 
expired: and hence, as it is specifically declared, that 
their death and resurre&ion will be before the 
seventh trumpet shall be sounded, that trumpet 
- cannot yet have sounded, and therefore can have no 
conne&ion with the French Revolution. Mr, 
Whitaker adds in a note, by way of corollary, that^ 
since the testimony of the witnesses is finished by 
their death, the beast could not make war against 
them after it was closed. And he triumphantly 
sums up the whole by informing his readers, that 
such is the dread potency of this single argument, 
that ^' all the extensive stru6lure I have raised on 
^' this ground sinks in undistinguished ruin". I 
am not in the habit of hastening to such very rapid 
conclusions as Mr. Whitaker. The whole argu- 
ment, which is to effe6l these wonders of demolition, 
is entirely founded upon another of my opponent's 
assumptions. Grant him only his premises; and 
.his conclusion will be indisputable. But those 
premises are the very thing which I deny. How does 
Mr. Whitaker prove, that the beast is not to be 
understood as slaying the witnesses till the end of 
the 19.60 years; and that those years will be w^r, 
/ either when the witnesses are slain, or at most when 
their bodies have lain three days and a half in the 
street of the great city ? "I read it not in the bond"* 
The whole is a mere groundless assumption of his 
own : yet upon this unproved assumption he builds 
an argument^ which is to crush me to atoms. 

Accordinfi 



C 150 J 

According to the prophecy, the beast is to slay tbe 
vntnesses^ not when they have finished their testi- 
mony (which would make St. John contradid 
himself, by representing them as undergoing a 
remarkable persecution after tbe close of that very 
period, to which he had previously limited their 
persecuted state); but fas Mr. Mede rightly observes) 
when they are drawing near to tbe close of their 
testimony, or in other words when they are drawing 
near to tbe dose of the 1260 years; for tbeir propbe^ 
sying in sackclotb and tbe 1260 years terminate 
together. Hence it is manifest, that they are to be 
slain bv tbe beast some time during the lapse of 
tbe 1260 years f and consequently that tbe tbree 
years and a balf during which they lie emburied 
are a certain portion oitbe \^S0 years: that is to 
say, tbeir political deatb is to take place, not when 
their testimony is finished*^ but during the period 
that they are bearing their testimony^ At what 
particular point of their prophesying^ in other 
words at what particular point of tbe i^6ti years ^ 
they are to experience this political death, is no 
where definitely said : we are only told in general 
terms, that it shall be when they draw near to the 
close of their testimony. Hence tbe tbree years 
and a balf may either be tbe very last term of tbe 

9 

♦ *' Since their testimony is to htfitishedhy their death", 
says Mr. Whitaker, just as if that position could not be 
doubted ; whereas it is the very thing which 1 deny. Where 
does Mr. Whitaker learn, that their testimony is to be 
finished by their death ; for, this death being at once a partial 
one and a political one, it by no means follows that the 
*ui^eesies in tife other streets of the great city should not continue 
tp prophesy in sackcloth after their political death and revival 
in we f articular street of it } 

* 1260 
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\9.60years, or not the very last term^ for any thing 
that appears to the contrary. They may either be 
slain three years and a half previous to the expira- 
tion of /^^ 1260 years ^ and revive exa£Uy at the 
expiration of the 1^60 years: or they may be slain 
60, 60, 1 00, or 200 years previous to the expiration 
of the 1260 yearSi and consequently revive long 
before the expiration of those years. All that we 
learn from the prophecy is, that they are to be slain 
when their testimony, which is commensurate with 
the 1^60 years y is drawing to a close: and, when 
we consider the length of the whole period, since 
great and small are mere relative terms, any thing 
that happens two or even three centuries before its 
expiration may comparatively be said to happen 
when it is drawing near to its end. The war between 
the beast and the witnesses is entirely local: it is 
altogether confined to a particular street or distriS 
of the great Latin city. The ascension of the witnesses 
therefore to heaven in that particular street, or their 
admission into the political heaven of civil power 
in some one particular country, does not prove 
that their general prophesying in sackcloth is at an 
end, or that /i&^ \^60 years terminate with their 
political death and resurre£lion in the particular 
country in question, whatever that country may be. 
Suppose it were said, that the British parliament 
passed such or such a bill when they were drawing 
near to the close of their session; would this inde« 
terminate expression authorize us to build any 
argument upon the assumption that the passing of 
' that bill was their very last a3? It might either 
be absolutely the very last, or not the very last: the 
expression itself would authorize us to conclude no 

ipore. 
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more, than that it was passed when the seven yeari 
were drawing near to their termination : it might 
have been passed in tbe sixth year^ or it might have 
been passed in the sroenth year^ for any thing that 
we could gather to the contrary from the expression 
itself. Exadly similar, and equally indeterminate, 
is the language used by the Apostle. After the 
witnesses had revived and had ascended to heaven 
in one street^ we have no right to Bssert from the 
words of St. John that they altogether ceased from 
prophesying in sackcloth in every other street^ and 
consequently that their revival synchronizes with 
the end of the 1 260 years. Yet it is upon this mere 
unauthorized assumption of his own that the whole 
of Mr. Whitaker's won4er-working argument is 
founded. If then I be right in conje6);uring that 
the 1260 years terminate in the year 1866, the 
witnesses may already have been slain, may have 
revived, and may have ascended to heaven, in some 
one particular street of the great city; and conse- 
quently the prediftion may have been accomplished 
before the breaking out of the French Revolution : 
which was the point that Mr Whitaker ventured 
to deny as " inconsistent with the words of the 
•* Revelation"*. As for the Popes slaying the 

witnesses 

♦ Mr. Whitaker has the honour to follow Mr. Mede 
in his idea of the period when tire ivitnesses are to be slain : but 
Mr.Mede's reasoning on this point is singularly contradiftory. 
After he has very justly stated, that the Greek ougKt to be 
translated cumfinituri sinty and not in the past cum finierint ; he 
addsj in the 'very past tense which he had immediately before 
reje^led^ that he believes the ilaying of the fwitness^s to be yet 
future, ** because the times of treading down the holy city 
'* cannot be said to have accomplished their period (periodum 

** suam 
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^tnessei iii the literal Jerusalem at some yet future 
period, whatever enormities may be perpetrated by 
the Anticbrislian fa^ion in Palestine, I scruple not 
to assert that this notion of Mr. Whitaker's rests 
upon no solid scriptural foundation ; because tbe 
great city^ so far ifrom meaning tbe literal Jerusalem^ 
means tbe Roman empire^. 

At the end of this fourth argument Mr, Whitaker 
concludes; but, as he afterwards resumes the con« 
troversy in a single point which he had not touched 
on before, I shall foUow him to that point before 
I conclude myself. He denies, that tbe little born 
of tbe Roman beast symbolizes the same power as 
tbe second apocalyptic beast^ namely tbe Papacy^ 
because Daniel represents tbe little born as being 
an integral part of tbe Roman empire^ whereas St« 
John reptcstntstbetwd'borned 6^a5/as being neither 
tbe wbole nor an integral part of tbe Roman empiref. 
I confess I was somewhat surprized at this obje£liott 
after reading Mr. Whitaker's own Commentary. 
He asserts, that tbe two-borned beast symbolizes 
two orders of Monks^ tbe Anacborets and tbe 
Cenobiles. Now, unless he will deny that tbe 
monastic orders form an integral part oftbat corrupt 
hierarchy which we designate by the general name 
of tbe Papacy, and that the Papacy forms an integral 
part of tbe Roman empire; he must allow, contrary 
to his present assertion, that tbe second beast forms 

* 

'* soam complevisse) so long as tbe beast reigns**. They doabU 
les» cannot be said to bieve accomflisbed (compln^isse) it till thenf 
but they certainly may be said to be eibout accomplisbing it 
{compkiura esse J before then. Comment Apoc. in loc« 

• Letter, p. 89. t Letter, p. 64. 
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an integral pari of the Roman empire: for, if the 
Monastic order i be included in the Papacy ^ and the 
Papacy in the empire, the monastic orders must be 
included in the empire. But, in reality, Mr« 
Whitaker completely cotitradi3;8 St. John. As 
Daniel represents the little bom as springing up out 
of tbe Roman beasts yet as not being tbe Roman 
beast himself y so does St. John represent tbe second 
beast as springing up out of tbe eartb or Roman 
empire^ yet as being " anotber beasf' when viewed 
in relation to tbe secular Roman beast. This 
chara6ler of an universal empire springing up out 
of tbe Roman empire, and yet being altogether 
distin&from tbat empire; in short, this charafter 
of a complete imperium in imperio, with the 
d]stin6live marks attributed to/6^ second beast; can 
only answer to tbe catholic empire of the Pope* 
Respe6ting all the obje6tions which I urge to thia 
part of bis scheme, Mr. Whitaker is totally silent. 
To these I will now add another. While he tells us, 
that tbe two horns of tbat beast are tbe Anacborets 
and tbe Cenobites, he quite forgets to tell us what 
the bead is out of which those two horns, gxoyr^. 

Mr. Whitaker 

* The whole of Mr. Whitaker's objeflion, that ibe second 
heast docs not form an integral part of the Roman empire, is 
founded upon his assumption, which the entire context of the 
chapter contradi^, that the earth whence the second heast arose 
denotes the east, 

+ The censure, which Mr. Whitaker bestows upon me for 
interpreting the charafter cAthe second apocalyptic heast as I have 
done^ is another instance of his blaming me for following 
Mede ; notwithstanding he exhibits himself as deeply vcrsd 
in the writings of that great commentator, and as being a 
professed defender of his opinions. According both to Mr. 
Mede and myself^ the second beast is tbe papal hUrarchy or tbe Pope 

ai 
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. Mr. Whitaker sums up his conclusion as fol^pv^s. 
" Of several other contradidtions to the words of 
" the prediftions, and several other incoherences 
which I have not yet noticed in this singular 
hypothesis, I had made notes ; but in truth I am 
^^ weary of the unpleasant task of exposing mistake : 
** and, having, I conceive, brought forward suffi- 
'* cient proof of his errors to prevent my readers 
" implicitly receiving those interpretations of Mr. 
" Faber's the acceptance of which can lead only to 
** disappointment, I here gladly stop, and commit 
*' my notes to the fire"*. While I am constrained 
to admire the singular modesty of this curious 
passage, I am constrained likewise to observe that I 
can consider it in no other light than that of a mere 
controversial flourish. It is not to be supposed 
that Mr. Whitaker would bum his best arguments, 
and send out his worst, like a forlorn hope, to fight 
their way in the world. Hence it may fairly be 
concluded, that those, which it has been my lot to 
encounter, are picked troops. I have now tried 
their strength: and Mr. Whitaker must pardon me 
If I say,^ that, unless he can bring against my 
*^ extensive strufture" a better appointed host of 
besiegers and a heavier train of artillery than he has 
yet done, I do not expe6l it to sink to the ground 
*■ in undistinguished ruin" in consequence of any 
attack from the present quarter. 

at the headcfhts clergy ^ '* Pontifex Romanus cum suo clero**« 
(Comment. Apoc. mloc.) Mr. Mede indeed does not positively 
Bay, that the second benstis the same as the little horn; but, i£the 
little horn symbolize the Papacy , and H the second beast symbolize 
the Pope iMthhis clergy, it is not very easy to comprehend the 
difference between the two symbols. 

* Letter, p. 60. 
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Same remarks on certain parts qf the aulber's 

own Dissertation* 
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Shall proceed to notice some of those ipacctiFacies 
in my Dissertation^ to which I have already alluded; 
and likewise to state some matters better than they 
are there stated. 

1. I have frequently expressed myself, as Mr. 
Whitaker justly remarks, with not perfeft accuracy 
respefting the termination of the 1^60 years. I 
have spoken as \{tbe Anticbristian confederacy were 
a&ually to be broken at Armageddon in the very 
last year of this period ; whereas the judgments of 
God will then only begin to go forth» the day of his 
great controversy with the nations will then qnly 
commence. *^Tbe \9,60 years of the reign of /6^ 
beasf\ says Bp. Newton, " I suppose, end with 
the 1260 years of tbe witnesses prophesy ipg in 
** sackcloth; and now the destined time is come for 
** the judgments of God to overtake him: for, as he 
might exist before tbe 1360 years began, so he 
may exist likewise after they are finished, in order 
f* to be made an eminent example of divine 

••justice"*. 






CC 



C 157 3 

'* justice"*. Whenever I have gone into detail^ I 
have always however expressed myself accurately 
on this point. From the contents of the seventh 
vial^ which terminates with the destru£);ion of the 
beast y the false propb^t, and the kings of the earthy 
at Armageddon, and from the circumstance of its 
being manifest that that seventh vial must begin to 
be poured out at some remarkable and determinate 
epoch; I think we cannot have much reason to 
doubt that its effusion commences so soon as 
the 1260 years terminate: for it seems more natural 
to fix their termination (o the incipient eflFusion of 
the seventh vial which particularly treats of the 
overthrow of the mystic Babylon ^ than to that of any 
of the other vials which do iiot tr^at of it. Tb^ 
seventh vial exadily synchronizes, I apprehend^ 
with Daniel's time of the end. The wilful king will 
then set forth on his expedition against Palestine^ 
which is the same as the contemporaneous expedi^ 
tion of the bestial confederacy; and the Jews 
will begin to be restored duripg a time of 
unexampled trouble. At the end of 30 
years, for I know not why Daniel should else 
divide his 7 5 intermediate years into 30 years and 
45 yearSy I think it probable^ that the mlftil king 
will come to his end and the bestial confederacy be 
broken at Megiddo in the land of f^alestine between 
the seas, and that the restoration and conversion 
of Judah will be accomplished. The remaining 45 
years seem to be devoted to the restoration of the 
house oflsraely and the gathering of all nations into 
the pale of the pure Christian Church. At their 

* Dissert* xxvi« 
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expiration commences the Millennium. *' Blessed 
** is he that waiteth and cometh to the 1335 days^. 

2. In treating of /6^ little bom of the be-goat^ I 
have frequently been guilty of another verbal 
inaccuracy. I have spoken of tbh bom^ which I 
conceive to typify tbe Mobammedan apostasy^ as 
springing up in tbe year 606 ; and I have repre- 
sented its alotted period as being \^^ years. T bis, 
although suflBciently true in the spirit, is not quite 
true in the letter. Mobammedism or tbe desolating 
transgression of tbe East, arose indeed in tbe year 
606; and will, I believe, prevail more or less 1260 
years: but, it did not become a born oftbebe-goat 
till about 30 years after its rise. I ought there-* 
fore, in absolute stridhiess, to have said, that tbe 
desolating transgression, which afterwards became 
a born of tbe be-goat, arose in tbe year 606 ; not 
that tbe bom itself arose in that year. Yet here 
likewise, when I descend to detail, I express myself 
accurately*. It is worthy of notice, that the 
prophet himself never dire^s us to date tbe 1260 
and tbe 19.90 years from tbe rise of tbe little born; 
but, on the contrary, from the incipient taking away 
of the daily sacrifice and the getting up of thQ 
desolating abominationt. 

3. In another part of my exposition of the vision 
of tbe ram and tbe be-goat, I have too positively 
asserted, that the number, mentioned in Dan. viii. 
14, must necessarily be computed from the very 
beginning of the whole vision. This I now believe 
to be by no means so plainly the case; though I 
^till retain, as the ttiost probable, the date which I 

* Dissert. Vol. !• p. 253. f Dan. xii, 11. 
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had pitched upon, namely the year A. C. 334*. 
Inhere is a passage in Daniel, which shews plainly^ 
that we are not absolutely bound to compute a 
number, eonne€);ed with a vision, from the very 
beginning of that vision. When it is inquired, in 
the last chapter, how long it should be to the end 
of the wonders; the answer is, three times and a balf 
ot 1260 years* It is certain however that tbeic 
years are not to be computed from the beginning 
either of Daniel's last vision, or of any one of hb 
preceding visions $ but from the time vfhtntbe saints 
were given into the hand of the little born of the ^ 
Roman beast. I retra£): the whole note, which 
commences at p. 207 of my first Volume. 

4. My statement of what may be coUefled from 
prophecy respefiling the restoration of the Jews is 
very imperfeft. While my attention was more 
strongly direded to the prophecies which treat of 
the period of the 1260 years, I too implicitly rested 
satisfied with fip. Newton^s idea that the ten tribes 
will be no further restored than as included and lost 
in Judab*. Hence I was led to wspeak of the 
restoration of the tribe of Judah only. 1 have 
since thoroughly considered tne subjeft, and have 
studied every prophecy that treats of it. Should 
life and health by the divine blessing be spared to 
me, I purpose at some fixture time to publish A 
general and conne&ed view of the prophecies relative 
to the restoration of Israel and the overthrow of the 
Anticbristian confederacy. These are represented 
by Daniel as being contemporary; and, in perfed 
accordance with him, the two events are so insepa- 

* Dissert, viii. 
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hiWy bliehded together by the other prophets who 
treat of thetn, that it is impossible to discuss the 
one without discJtassing the other likewise. There 
IS reason to believe from the condurrent voice of 
prophecy, that, as soon as the h260 years shall haVe 
expired, tbe tribe qfjudab will begin to be restored. 
We may doUeft, I think, trom Various prediftiorts, 
that one divisidA of this tribe will be brought back 
in an unconverted state by tbe Anticbristianfa&ioH, 
which in spite of the opposition of the kings of the 
south and the north will pass over the narrow 
channel of the Constantinopolitan sea, and force its 
vrsiy by land into Palestine J while tbe Otber division 
will be brought back in a converted state by the 
fleets of some niigbty maritime power. The imcon* 
verted Jews, whom Antichrist will have placed m 
Jerusalem and the neighbouring country, will at 
first oppose their converted brethren ; but at length 
will suddenly see their error, and heartily embrace 
the religion of Christ. At this period, Anticbrist 
will be prosetuting his conquests in Egypt; when, 
enraged at these tidings which will come to him in 
that country from the north and from the east, he 
will go forth in his rage, and proclaim a crusade 
against his enemies. Success will at first attend hi^ 
steps, and he will sack Jerusalem with circumstances 
of great cruelty. Thence he will direft his course 
to Megiddo near the sea-coast with a full determi- 
nation to crush his maritime opponent and such of 
the converted and fugitive Jews as shall be with 
him. At this critical moment, the vengeance of 
heaven will descend upon him, and utterly over- 
throw his immense army. I think there is great 
reason for believing with Mr. Mede, that there will 

be 



4ie a visible manifestation of our blessed Saviour in 
the midst (as of old) of the glory of the Shechihah ; 
though I think my excellent predecessor ascribes 
this manifestation to a wrong era. As far as I can 
•€olk£): from prophecy, it will succeed^ not precede, 
the restoration and conversion of Judah : and the 
objefl of it will be to overthrow the Antichriscian 
faSion, to effeft the conversion and restoration o( 
Israel, and to gather all nations into the fold of the 
Church. It seems to me to be probable, that the 
first ZQ years di the IS years y which Daniel repre- 
sents as intervening between the end of the 1260 
years and the commencement of the Millennium, 
will expire with tbe overthrow of Antichrist and the 
complete restoration of Judah; 2ind th^t the last 45 
years will be occupied in the bringing back the lost 
sheep of the house of Israel, and in spreading the 
glorious light of the Gospel through all the world*. 
One third part of the Antichristian army will be 
spared and converted. These will be scattered over 
the face of the whole earth, and will be instrumental 
in spreading the wonderful tidings and in moving 
the nations to begin the task of bringing back the 
ten tribes. In 45 years ^ the whole will be effefied^ 
and the Millennium will commence. To this very 
brief sketch I think it superfluous to give any refer« 
ences, because the subje6l will be fully discussed iti 
the Work as yet unpublished which I have 
Anentioned above. 

* Bp. Horsely most Justly assertSj that the ten tribet will be 
restorcMl distinA from and subsequent to the tribe of Judah , not 
conjointly as Bp. Newton Imagines and as I had imagined 
from him when i published mj Dhsertathn en the \^60yearsm 
See Jiis translation of Hosea^ p. 3^ % 9, and particularly 59, 

W 5.1a 
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5^ In tnyDissertatioftVoM»I^.8Sj I bav^ln^c^Uke* 
wise led mto an error (o( nQ very gres^t mootienti it 
is true) by fbllowieg Mn Mede and Bp. Newtq^ 
I have supposed with them, that tbe dragon, mtth 
tioned in Isaiah xxvii. 1 and in Esek. xmk. 3, is 
such a dragon as that mentioned in the Apocalypse^ 
namely a large serpent; and I have thence coodit- 
ded^ iliat, like tbe apocalyptic dragon, it symboltaes 
tbe devil a&ing tbrougb tbe instrumentality ^ 
certain beatben powers. I am now convinced, that 
I was mistaken. Tbe dragon or aquatic monster^ 
described by E^ekiel, seems platijy, as Abp« 
Newcome properly observes^, to be the crocodile^ 
the ccHistant symbol of £gyptj while tbe dragon or 
aquatic monster, mentiimed by Isaiah, appears to 
be some large sea-fisb or possibly a water^snake. 
Bp. Lpwth translates the passage in Isaiah as 
follows: — '^Leviathan the rigid serpent, Mid 

V Leviathan the winding serpooit, and shall slay 
*^ the monster that is in the sea"."^ From these 
words he condudea, that tbree different animals are 
here mentioned: *^the crocodile, rigid by tbe 

V stifin^ss of the back-faoi^e, so that he cannot 
readily tftm himself when he pursues his prey ; the 
serpent <it dragon, flexible and winding; the sea^ 
monster, or the whale'\ I freely confess,, that I 

prefer a different translation of the passage, and that 
I think it much more natural to consider the 
prophet as speaking of only one sea-monster»--r» 
Leviathan the serpent that darteth rapidly along, 
even Leviathan the winding serpent; he shaij 
^* even slay the monster that is in the sea". To 
annex the sense oi rigid ox stiff io the corresponding 
adje^ive in the original seams to me veiy idiu 

fetched. 
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IfieCcbed. Tbe primitive verb, whence that adjec- 
tive is derived, signifies tojiee or sbootaUmg: hentt 
another of its denvatives denotes at once a fugitive 
and a boU; the latter^ from the idea of a bolt 
ahooting through the rings, witlnn which it is 
confined) in the a£l of barring a door. What then 
is the meaning of the adje£HtH^ used in the presenie 
pa^ssage ? The lexicographers tell us Icm^ and stiffs 
because »bolt is bo^ long and stiff! But this is 
aurely depatting verf ixt irom the original sense of 
tin root^ and annexing to one of its derivatives a 
mere incidental idea which belongs to another of 
its deiivativei. A Mt receives its Hebrew name^ 
mt because it is long ^md stiff, but because it shoots 
thtx)ugh ita rings. The second idea, not the first, 
h that which connefts it with its primitive* Hence 
I see nor, upon any consistent principle of deriva- 
tion, how the adjeOive here used, which springs 
from a mdical verb signifying tofiee or to shoot 
dMg^ can signify lof^ and 5/^. At least, if we 
annex such a meaning to it, there is certainly no 
common idea that conne£ts the derivative with its 
root. On, these grounds I translate the clause, 
^ Leviathan the serpent that daiteth rapidly along'\ 
namely as a fish darts along through the water : amd 
I am supported in my translation both by the 
LXX and by the Arabic version, which alike 
render the clause ^^ the fleeing serpent", U ia 
worthy of observation, that Mr. ParUiurst, in the 
^ense which he ascribes to this adje6tive, entirely 
departsfrom the excellent rule, which he himself had 
lakl down in the preface to his Hebrew Lexicon: 
^ Wherever the radical letters are the same, the 
** leadmg idea or notion runs through all tha 

W 2 "defleftions 
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** deflexions of the word, however numerous or 
*' diversified"* How can this be the case, if an 
adjeflive, to which he ascribes the significatibn of 
straight, and rigid^ be derived from a verb which 
signifies to flee? What common leading idea 
runs through the primitive, which means toflee^ and 
its deflexion, if it signify straight and rigid? 

6. In my Dissertation, Vol I. p. 88, I believe 
I have given a wrong interpretation of Dan. x. 14. 
The phrase the latter days seems there to denote 
futurity in general^ as in Dan. ii. 28, 29. and Gen; 
xlix,l, not the period' which reaches from the end of 
the 1260 years to the end of the Millennium. 
- 7. I feel conscidiis, what I was not aware 
of till I had looked my Work over in print, that I 
have frequently expressed myself too positively 
respe£i:ing the proper date of the I9£l6 years. I 
still think, as I before thought, that their most 
probable date is the year 606; which is pointed out 
hy so many curious numerical coincidences that 
one can scarcely believe them merely accidental : 
but I believe, that nothing but the event will enable 
us to attain to absolute certainty. Respe&ing this 
famous period we are much in the same situation; 
Ihat the Jews were Tcspefling the period of the 70 
prophetic weeks, at the time when our Saviour was 
bom. They were certain, that it must nearly have 
expired; hence their daily expe&ation of Messiah 
the Prince : but they could not positively determine 
in what year it would expire. In a similar manneTi 
we are certain, from the long duration of Popery, 
that the 1260 years must nearly have expired; and 
we may even, with much appearanceof probability, 
fix upon> the very year on which they will eaq>ire: 
' but 
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but we cannoti at present, positively say that we are 
right. But, whether I be right or wrong iii this 
particular, it is manifest that all the great outlines itf* 
tny ei^position remain unaltered; just as the system 
of Mr. Mede is no way affeded merely because the 
event has shewn him to be mistaken in the date 
which he assigned to tbe X^SO years. I observe 
this in answer to an anonymous correspondent, who 
in a very polite letter (for which I beg to thank him) 
expressed his fears, that, ilibe 1^60 years should be 
found not to terminate in tbe year 1866, room 
might be given for the cavils of Infidelity. I am 
aware that Infidelity is often sufficiently absurd; but 
my error, should it prove an error, can no more 
affe6); the credibility of the prophecy, than Mn 
Mede's acknowledged error. A prophecy is not to 
be given up to Infidelity as felsc, because a xats^ 
fallible expositor was mistaken. 

8. It has struck me, that the following obje^on 
may possibly be made to my application of tbe 
deatb and revival of tbe witnesses to tbe history of 
i be Smalcaldic league; namely, why this persecu* 
tion of the protestants should be particularly 
noticed more than many others of at least equal, if 
not greater, magnitude and importance* I answer^ 
that, independent of its undoubted importance, it 
is a perfe3: unique in the history of tbe 1^60 years^ 
The French and Bohemian protestants have been 
stimulated to rebellion by the persecutions of their 
rulers; the Waldenses have been cruelly harrassed 
formerly; and the Savoyards have been no less 
cruelly treated in more modem times: but in all 
these events there are no sufficient marks ofdiscri^ 
mination; they are spoken of in the general under 

the 
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0ie phrase of tbc wSnesses prepbep^ing im sackd<Ah^ 
On the contrary, in the Smalcaldic league, we behold 
% regular asfiodation of lawful aovereigns to inainrain 
die religion of themselves and their subje£b against 
foreign oppression; we behold a complete leligiotts 
war between independent princes: we behold a 
religious war attended with every one of the predict 
ted drcumstances. The 9Q years war, and the 
adions of Gustaviis of Sweden, may indeed be 
considered as a sort of religious war between 
Protestants and Papists; but it possesses none of 
the determinate features of the Smalcaldic league, 
nor does it aniwer in any circumstantial poiuts to 
the predi^on. Hence I assert, that the Smalcaldic 
league was worthy of a place in prophecy, because 
it is a perfeO: unique in the history of the i^SOyenrs: 
and I moreover assert, that no other persecutiooa 
were of a sufficiently definite nature to be otherwise 
described, than under the general phrase of the 
witnesses prophesying in sackdoth. 

9. When 1 published my Dissertation^ I had 
not seen any of the writings of Mr* Bichens on the 
subjed of prophecy; he will not therefore consider 
my not having noticed them, as I have done those 
of others my contemporaries, in the light of amy 
intentional disrespe& In most points I find ic 
impossible to agree with him, and I could have 
wished that he had expressed himself widi less 
decided hostility towards the Church of £ngland : 
but he has certainly explained Rev. xi. 13 much 
better than I have daae» though we both agree in 
the application of it* I think nevertheless that biss 
exposition is capable of iitaprovement. Let the 
lieider take the following statement, which I have 

adopted 
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adopted frcrni Mr^ Bichens with certain alteradoni 
tod additions^ instead of that which he will find in 
my Dissertation VoU II. p. 87. 

Intbeyear i7&9| tbt earthquake commenced} 
and in it fell a tenth part, the only remaining tenth 
part, of the gnat Roman city: that is to say the 
French monarchy^ the only one of die ten original 
regal horns then in esustence. This circomstanoe^ 
added to the chronological era to which the earths 
quake is assigned^ namely the close of the second woe 
or a period anhsequent to the permitted ^asoti tH 
Ottoman conquest, might in itseif be soflident to 
teach us, that the French Bs&otniion can alone be 
intended in this pr ediduon. But the prophet adds 
even a yet more decisive mark : ^4n the earthquake**^ 
says he, ^ were slain seven thousand names of men**. 
Xhe expression is remarkable and fuU of meantng« 
In common earthquakes or political revolutions^ 
men alone are ordinarily slain; but in the present 
earthquake their very names are to be slain : and the 
nnmber of their names is said to be seven thousand^ 
or seven multiplied by a thousand^ the usual apoca* 
lyptic method of describing a great multitttde* 
Now it is a remarkable circumstance, that not 
merely names or titles qf nobility in general should 
be slain or abolished by the earthquake of the 
French Revolution, but that precisely se^oen such 
names Or titles should be then abolidied : 1 . Prince*; 
2. Prelate; 3. Duke; 4/Marquis; 5. Count; 6» 
Viscount; 7. Baron. AU these names were slaia 

* It is obsenrablci that in the EngUsh nobility the title of 
Prme€ is not re£bgntzed ; even the heir apparent is a peer only 
as Dake o£ Cornwall. 
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in the course of tbe earthquake, which overthrew the 
only remaining tenth part of tbe Roman city^ or 
the monarchy of France : for the first shock of the 
earthquake lock place in the year 1789; and the 
last, on the memorable IQth of August 1792. 
Thus are we alike diredsd by chronological and 
circumstantial evidence to apply this predidion to 
tbe French Revolution. It was to be fulfilled after 
the Ottoman power had ceased to be vidorious : it 
was to be fulfilled in one of tbe ten original boms of 
tbe beast: it was to be fulfilled in the downfall df 
tbe monarchy symbolized by that tenth bom^ and in 
the abolition of precisely seven names or titles of 
nobility. No event, except tbe French Revolution^ 
answers to all these particulars: and it does 
exaQly answer to them all : consequently we have 
as much certainty as can be attained in these matters^ 
that the French Revolution is here foretold by 
St. John*, 

10. Since I published my Dissertation^ I have 
read Chandler's Paraphrase of Joel; and am more 
convinced than ever I was, that the locust'^rmy 
described by that prophet cannot mean a flight of 

♦ Sec Bichen's siens of the times, p. 38 — 42, 95—97. The 
name of kmg was abolished by the fall of /^r tenth fart of tie 
ciQf or tie Freaci motutrcfy ittelfi and in the ssaoteartifuaie were 
slain the seven orders of nobility temporal and spiritoal. 
Bisiofs were afterwards restored by the republican rulers, but 
not in their former capacity of eeckiiastica! peers. The number 
of the namesot titles is se^ven: and this number is multiplied by 
a thousand to describe how great a multitude the ancient 
French nobility constituted. It is well known^ that they 
were the most numerous of any country in £ofope| Germany 
alone perhaps excepted. 

mere 



L i«9 ] 

Ukt itke parallel firopbecy laRefi/iz^ a flight nf 
iymbolkud Jocoflts^ Whidi symfaoticirf locusts tiie 
wbdk context tif die predidkm • teaches 4u nimt 
mean /i&^ desolating armies ^ Antithnit. Tiiit 
poidtis discussed at large io my unp^Uifllied Wbrk 
on ^ULakoration cf Israel; ^9 aiso the waff of 0M 
ami t Magog pnotaEit^ hy fiackiel, wlikii I am 
cleatiy of opinjon is the same as that predifUd bf 
St*! jahti, and tcotisequendy ti^ei jdace at tb^ ewi * 
of .the* Milleitniaib ^ Mr. Lowwan and Abp^ 
Nevfiomc rjgll|tly suppose, act at the beginning pf 
it as Mr. Mede and fip. Newton^ 6Upfx>te. 

11. In my Dissertation, Vol. I. p. 350, I speak 
of Buonaparte in such a manner as might induce 
the reader to think that by the infidel king or Anti-* 
cbrist I understand the individual usurper himself. 
It may not be amiss therefore to repeat, what I had 
previously stated in the note at p. 326, that by the 
infidel king I mean the atheistical power' of France 
since the Revolution broke out; and that I speak 
of the a&ions of Buonaparte, just as I should of 
those of Robespierre or ofany other villain who has 
been at the head of the French Government, only 
as being a portion of the public anions olithe infidel 
kingdom. Neither the Corsican^ nor any otbe^ 
individual^ is intended by Daniel's wilful king. 

l!2. In my Dissertation, Vol. II. p. 349, I 
conjeSure that the kings of the East are the Jews; 
I should have expressed myself with greater accu«- 
racy if I had said that the lost ten tribes are probably 
intended. But, as I have already observed, I 
wrote under the impression that the ten tribes would 
J^i f e^tdted'-no btberwise than as lost in the tribe of 

X Judab. 
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Judab. I misapplied Isaiah vii. 8. Epbraim being 
no more a people relates to their union with Judah 
after th^ restoration, as of old in the time of David 
and Soloinon. The best comment on this text is 
£zek« xxzvii. 16—32. 

13. I have given m my Dissert. Vol. li p. 199, 
200, and elsewhere, too extensive a meaning to 
these wonders and these things mentioned in Dan. 
xii. 6, 7. They do not, I believe, denote all the 
* matters previously foretold by the prophet, but 
only those which are comprehended trithin the 
space of the 1260 years^ which may properly be 
termed the period of the wonders. 
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CHAPTER III. 



CHAPTER III, 

^ vi^ of the present posture of affairs as' 

cormeShd vfHb prophecy. 
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X Now enter on 4 part of my subje£); t?i^t requires 
l^p ordinary delicacy and discretion, I shall 
endeavour to treat it with as much caution and 
prudence as I can. 

^y Dissertation was published just as the 
intelligence of the fatally decisive battle of Austerlita; 

sprived. The rumoars of a dire€bly opposite 
purport, that prevailed while the last sQeet$ of th^ 
Work were printing, had led m^ to conclude thai 
th(^ time was not yet arrived when the wilful tyrant 
should be identified with tbe Carlqvingian bead of 
the beast; for, though I fully expeCied for reasons 
already stated that sooner or later that time woul<l 
arrive*, I bad no warrant from prophecy to say wbetk 
it would arrive. At length we received intelligoncq 
pjf thedisastrous is$ue of a campaign, which has madei 
tb^ atfociou^ wretch, whom I doubt not to be an 

♦ See my Diasert. Vol. II .p. 363, 364, and this Pamphlet. 
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kistratnent of vengeance in the hand of a jiistljr 
!J»ffinHied Cod; the umUspbi^ ripTiiettiake of 
Charlemagne^ the uncontrouled Emperor of the 
western Roman world. Till this period the chief 
of the house of Austria was the representative of 
Charlemagne; lmthis4tifliience*isliow annihilated 
in Germany, and he is totally driven out of every 
part of Italy« Dispossessed of a considerable pare 
even of hts hereditary dominiohs, he seems tacitly 
to have resigncjfll bis aiXHent ^iklei now to him 
nothing but a title, and to have assumed instead of 
it that of Emperor (which in his case is virtually 
the same as' only King) of Austria. 

In my Dissertation I stated, that we had reason 
to believe that we were then living under the fourth 
vidt^-f and that ihijpftb was li6t as yet poured out^« 
^roth the athfeijtTous hature of ffe Carlatnngiun 
head of the hed^ti'^Yiith has sbme times been attached 
to one kingdom and family and sometimes t^ 
another, I Aditt AOt even How positively Say, that 
tile effustoii iA^ber fifth vidl has commenced; but I 
am strongly ifidined to believe that it has commen- 
ted, and that the house cIP Austria now feels its 
baleful effed;s. This vial is said to be poured out 
u^on the throne or secular authority of the beast 
under his last herad ; and it produces the lefteft of 
fiiOfing his kitigdom with datkness. Let the trader 
tutu iiis eyes to the present state of the German 
emp^ror^ Germany, and Italy: and be wiH behold 
the power df the imperial tJirbtie subverted, and the 
Ettiperot degraded to the Condition df a king oJT 
Austria, elbowed otit of his empire, ^stripped even: 

« 

• Va.li.f. '695^^39. +p.«»4. 

of 
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<3f his heredifaty dotninkms, and trembting 9fc the 
nod of an imphtdible eti^my who seems even tUMir 
t6 be meditating bis entire destra6lion; be w^ 
behold Germany passing under the yoke mf a ^w 
Charlemagne, and parodied out aceording; ' to tht 
sovereign pleasure of a darmg usurper, its ancterit 
constitution annihilated, and itself full ofpolitlcal 
darkness and confusion ; he will befacdd Italy equiadly^ 
degraded, equally daiic, equally confused. And 
wl^t is the consequence of these calamities? ^ Tfa^ 
'' gnawed their tongpes for pain, and blasphemed 
^' Ae Cod -of heaven because of their pains -ind 
** their sores^ and repented not of their deed^\ 
And do we find any thing like a refoRnflttfon in 
Oermany and Italy? They present tMdy the 
hideous spe3:ac1e of the abominations of Popeqr 
blended with the blasphemies ^f Infidelity. • • ' ' ' 

Though I scrapie not to ^ay, that tfaei^ Me 
ibtong reasons for iyelievmg that the fifth vial'tuA 
begem to be poured out, I repeat that I ath tittWfl^ 
Ifng at present p^jtZ/Nr/y to make such an a:sseiti<Mi. 
Whenever iA^.twjfer^ (f tbe mystid Bupbhgtts itrh 
completely dried tip under the sixth vM^ %re shld9 
then know With certainty that the fifth m/, wUdi 
precedes k, must have been poured out; ivc sbafl 
then consequently be able to determitie, whether 
^^^fift^ ^^ ^as poured out at the close of ibeyeat 
I'SOS, or whether it relates to some yet fUturB 
calamity about to befaH the present Carlatnngiait 
head of the beast. This las^ however I fear we 
have not much reason to exp^. The fall of the 
Turkish monarchy will in every point of view b* i 
most remarkable and important event. It wiU 
tbrow a wohdetful light oh die study of the Ap6« 

calypse; 
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calypse; because it wiU dei^itely teach us in, what 
part of it we are now living, an4 will prove that a^ 
the Jiv€ first vials (let them relate to what they maiy) 
Aust have been previously poured out. If no 
events therefore, answering to those described nniief 
the fifth vial, shall take place between the present 
time and the downfall of the Turkish monajccby, I 
hesitate not to say, that that vial^ which immedir 
ately succeeds the conux^enceniqnt of the scorching 
mihtaiy tyranny predi^ed uqder./i^^/o»r/6, nu^t 
have bagun to be poured out in the late disastrous 
c^uppEiign. Nor will ii^ ox^ertbrow cf the Ottoman 
empire sevre to eluQd^^te the Appcajypse alone; it 
wiU i^eatly assist us likewise in explaining two 
prophecies of Daniel and Ezekiel. Both Mr. Medc 
and 9p. Neiwton think, that the events predi£led in 
Dan. xi, 44, 45, which they refer to the king of the 
Nprtbf : are the same as th^e predi£bed in £^k« 
xxxyjiii, xxxixa and they both eq^nally think, that 
those twQ: prophecies will be accomplished in some 
yet fixture, expedition of, the Turk into Palestine at 
the pr^ of 4^6 restoration of fbe Jews. I have 
explicitly avowed my total dissent trom them, and 
have given i^y reasons for such dissent; in conse« 
quence of which I have been somewha); rou^ly 
called to account by Mr. Whit^ker. According 
to all appearances, though I presume not to say how 
soon, iM>tmany years will elapse before the question 
is. decided between us for ever. \( the Ottoman 
empire fall, as I myself Qrmly believe it will do^ 
without undertaking the predi£^d expedition into 
Palestine, omtemporaneously with the return of ^^ 
Jews; we shall then be sure, that it cannot be the 
WbjeCi of W/£^rof thp twopropheciesi whether the. 

two 
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t^o relate to the same event or not to the safne 
evetit. And if it should prove not to be the subjeft 
of the prophecy contained in Dan. xi. 44, 45, 
which of course it cannot be unless it fuljU that 
prophecy by undertaking the expedition into 
Palestine; then neither can it be the subjed of the 
prophecy contained in Dan. xi. 40 — 43. And, if 
it be not the subje6t of that prophecy; then it 
cannot be tbe king of the north, to whom the entering 
into the countries and all tlhit follows is ascribed^ 
erroneously indeed I believe, by Mr. Whitaker« 
And> if tbe Ottoman power be not tbe king of the 
north-} then neither can tbf Saracenic power be the 
king of tbe south. In short, unless tbe Turk shall 
{Perform at some hiture period all that is predi£led 
in Dan. xi. 44, 45, which both Mr. MedeandBp. 
Kewton allow to be yet unaccomplished; the whole 
exposition of Dan. xi. 36-— 45, which Mr. Whita- 
ker ha& undertaken to defend against my attempt to 
•^■fritter it away by hypercriticism"*, will at once 
sink to the ground. And, with regard to the Tnri^s 
ever performing what is predi£led in the unaccom- 
plished prophecy in question, independent of the 
extreme improbability of the thing, I xhay here 
repeal^ that according to St. John his empire will 
be destroyed at some indefinite period brfore the 
time assigned by Daniel for the fulfilment of that 
unaccomplished prophecy; namely, tbe era of tbe 
restoration of tbe Jews at tbe close of the three times 
andabalff. 

♦ Lett^t, pk40. 

f I here argue with Mr. Whi taker as I did before : if h^ 
will not allow at thai twu (Dan. xii* l.) to relate tothttkneQf 
the end (Dan. xi. 40.}, he nma allow it to telate to Ar dnJi 
come to hit end. Dan. xi. 45. 

How 
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How long a. period will dapae before <fo: 
Tnal.is poor^ oot, ia other woids^ bow JkAig in ibe^ 
qoiK$e of God'i providenoe ibe Turkish empire will 
be.pennitted to ^taod, so one can presiune to detcr^^ 
mine. : It seems at present to eziat, balanced as it 
weie onljr between the jealousy; of JPraoce mnA 
Russia; and, wbat. is more, its crisis^ so Isr ad 
hunm' foresight can calculate, seems Tery ri^M^y 
approaching. The usurper, whom Mr* Whitaker 
with muck propriety istyles a versel of7»fratb\ ia 
cbftning all the Turlusk piovinces' that «Mi^ 
beloKigodto the Venetian nepuhlic; and, if Frmoe 
and SUissia seriously measure their strength, it wiU 
most probably be upon Ottoman ground. Can $A 
empire, which totters to its very base, and M^hich is 
faintly jstruggling with open rebellion, stand ^be 
^od^ of two such confliding rivals ? Unless I 
giieatl^r mistake, the tonte oiAntLsbrkt. to Pdbsttne^ 
sa fiilly described by Danielt, will be (hfougll the 
northern' provinces of Turkey and Asia mtaon 
Uet^ ibe king of the souib will butt at. him: and 
hem die more mighty king ^ftbe north will com» 
against him like an impetuous whidwind, not onI)f 
with land: forces, but with many 9bip$ to prevent 
his.cn»s)ng the Gonstanstmopolitan strait. Yet, in 
despiievoC this resistance, he shall overflow the 
countties like a toneat and. safely ^^ pass over*^^ 
wonderful istheconcurrenceoffadswithprophecyj 
Even now- we behold the monstec, wJbp -at ont 
period seemed eflFeflually excluded from Turbpy. bfr 
the powerful interveiitk>n of Austria, hanging upon 

' "' , * * Letter, p. 90. fl>an. xK 40-45. '^- ' '' ' 

< 1 . • « ... '. .'. V . If • 
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tteAmdisiBof the OUdmam empire^ and devouiin^ 
hy. it iripirion hk devocpd prey^ 
..BKl,an0ii^tlie«di6r aigiisoiEUietitt^ tfadeui 
<MW«lito gigaMKc a^i^sgiiit^^ tapcxniltar autor^ 
and')rci3 ^ m Tciy reocnc a^ongm^ Aac u paififi^^^ 
anettttll» mnrflliDg attcoaoa cmn cf tSn noct 
candes* obsenrerr a siga «o cloieljr conoeAed 
moreover nMfa.lhe AimhUi cStim Ottmuw mpins 
dtaifeiCioa auL scarcdjr avcnd progmMdcatn^ thiMD 
chwmfatt aot to.br veiyfnr dtstrat^ It ispradSAed^ 
dal^4t ipgie indefimtc period- aftei^ cxhapirioia 
oiE i&; mystic Eupbntean wetertf, direc imdcaK 
apitita tb^ild ga fiirth ;Id gather the kings qf the 
MamM world 1» ftfae battle of cbeg^^eatf^r of God 
Alfoighly : aod it afterwasds appean^: tbai ibese^ 
Aft^g'AaKasflQeiated together aobie^ gaidanoa 

^tbe^ beast under bU lari or CarUmt^iau bend^ aad 
ift dbae oonncftion with ibeftUse prapbefi^. Henr 
we. OM^ .#bienre^ that the three tmcleai apirits aw 
«ot said mmfiy to gatber. tbe kings toge&er or /d 
formtbim inioucoitf4d€ra€y^hattog(abertbemto^ 

getb^totlie battle rftbeLoi^:mhmcc we taay^^d 
indeed mtsitp coadude, that tbe cot^kderacy itself 
ia fanned ^^mma to its bciag gathoedtD Anaa-i 
geddoo; and that the three tindeaa: apirita me it 
untcMMooslf as their tod, whenit/x: thus fonned. 
At what; ptectae period it will be. fonncd is no 
wb^eaaid. For any thing that^pearsto the 
cpotosay^ it. may be simply fiormed either befoie or 
^tt^tb^cjbmedoin of tbe Enpbratean waters. The 
eveitf ^done can determiner bttt the previous 
probability ii, ibu it wtU be fonned at no very 
remote period^ from that exhaustion^ tvOmc previously 
"j • - ' ' ' 1..'* 
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to it or pdsttrior.to iu Now the diief jof't^ 
confederacy is declared tohetbe Raman bea;Himi& 
bis lasl or Carlaoingian bead; atnd one wuaAm of 
ijb is declared to ibefahe frofbit^ or tbt Btpacfk 
But, unless I greatlj mistake, recent eveMi' Uhro 
identi&d the if^el kmgt * who is to undeitedse isi 
Expedit i on to I^estine it ibeiime oftbttni^miAk^ ' 
IJK ^toman beait under bis last bead, vfitoiB lo 4o 
Ac vttf same in ooiijttn£lioh< with afsrmidaAk 
confiieracy. : Do we behold tten any appeaiun 
of mcb confederacy as that described bf St. hihsi j 
saaitly a confkdera0 oftbebeaU Undmr bis GaHo^ 
vingian beady ^ tbe false ^ondsb profbety and tis0 
tassul kings of tbe enslavkd Latin eattbf Home 
behcdd it Ukewise at the very time wiien we bad 
reason tp suppose it tvovM appeaf ; namely wtect 
tbe Eupbratean waters wtrt rapidly drying upv and 
when their comfdete exhaustion seemed to beM no 
Yjery greatdistatiee ? Is thei^ any answer neoetsauy 
to these questions ? If there be, iriew the modem 
Gharlebiaghe first leaguing UithM»tfwaili/£#A^^ 

and then creatiiigit ' j^eatsmfe i host of vasud hif^s^ 
View hini extenSng his dominion over the gteatest 
p9rt of .Gcsrman]i!;ovei:H(rfland,olrerItaiyibver Spain. 
View- himr sunromiding hiln^ with r^al: slaves^ 
Wbodepend upon* his nod,- and ^xist only by his 
will. Lasdyheu'hinijasafimcMtsciouslyitttpdled 
tobear his testimony to the truth of pvophei^; 
hear htm unreservedly avow himtdf to be the federal 
head of his creatmts, hear him proclaim toaH 
£urope \ that their mock sovereignties ai^ mere 
fedtrolr^stafes of France^. What other iden can 

. * It is a ximcnis circufflstanee, tHdt in one bf the speeenes, 
detailed by ihi MonUntr as deliTeied to tht le^lative body^ 
the political system; wUdi we iio# bdiokt rapidly. adv^dng 

|o maturity^ is ityltd a ccrfeJereij atid a^fim league. 

we 
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.Vre fonn t)f the eaalM&n described hj Su }dkni 
In every particular, loeal and chronological, i&tr 
new coalitiimt iinheafd of, undiQught o^ but the 
other day, exadlf answers to it. Even nour 
rtunours are afloat, that the seat oitbefalu propb$t 
IS to be removed fimn Rx>me, and that the new 
empire is to be inaagittated by another imperial 
ttonmatiod in the seven-hiUed ci^. If so, what 
title will . be chosen bat that of Emperor of the 
iMomimsf And for what purpose would that title 
: be. chosen, but as authorizing all thd ancient claims 
'of.the Augustan Emperors? The demands made 
'itp6a Turkey by the sovereign of Venice will be as 
^nothing, if we may judge fiom the inordinate 
:ambitton of the . man, when compared with the 
:xkmands made upon the whole world by tbc 
Emperor of tbe Franco-Romans. ^ 
Mj&iVith so awful a prospe& both of things present 
^and things future, what sentiments^are we to enter- 
tain of the hte oi England? I see nothing in 
prophecy that need drive us to despair, or induce 
nt basely and traitorously to lay down Our aites and 
crouch at the feet of the usurper. Some great nia^ 
ritime mdion b undoubtedly to be preserved to the 
time of the end, and is to ^ke the lead in converting 
and restcning tbe Jews^ nor will all the machifia;> 
tions isi Antichrist be able to frustrate its purposes*; 
or to invdve it in destru^on. That England M 
tbe grefU maritime nation intended^ we have mdeed 
no right to say: but, by comparing prophecy with 
I»ophe^^ we may ascertain with a considerabie de^ 
peeofptrecisionhoth the temoa in which that nation 
IS to be sought, and the religious chara^r of <hat 
Dationw.^ This comparison is drawn out at length in 

Y 2. my 



my unptfblidied Wc»ik'oni&r restcmticm cfJsrad, 
and the result of k is as foU^ws: that ibenuuitime 
fewer mjiM not only be nought (mgeMsraUyia the 
West^.lmt particularly: in the tales of the Gendles 
or £omj^; and again; not only generatfy^m tfao 
isles of the Gentiles or Europe^ Inst •^ofifeai/ii^ in 
'the believing islef <tf the Gentiles orprotestant 
jEurope. Further than this I . cannot find that ive 
have any mithority to advance, and therefore tl 
iball not iUtempt to advance -further: b^t iahUi 
icontent niyaeUjiirith lasting iu'tfae cooclnsioB, >tfaat 
fbe mamtme power will be thai stats ^cfp'otestdnt 
Europe. wbicbJbail possess a decided superiority ut 
tbe time wb^ the 1260 years sbcdlexpire^ Thia 
nighty tMrithne power ^ andother smaller protestant 
tnarittme powers its allies, described by the prophet 
under the general.nanse iaHtbe isles of tbe CrefltUUt 
ii/iU clearly |)e^ the agients^in converting and rMo* 
-ring those Jews who are not tmder the mfloenceof 
jinticbrist. : . . 

: Such is ^U the jkvi/in^ knowledge, which iPe can 
DOW attain to, reapeSing tbe great navai pciwerHbat 
will aft so eoiij^icuo^sapart at tbe time of tbe ind^ 
JSyery persout ; who attends to the subjeft, will 
doubtless hav<$ his own.priva^ conjsBures: but he 
is not, I think, warranted in making those eoiijec« 
tures public; both because at the best they ave mere 
cionje^uris^, and because he cannot have those 
certain dat^ to go upon, which almost indisputably 
attach to France the ehara&er of Daniel^ infidd 
hiugdorUt wd more recently the additional chara&er 
of tbe Carlmingian bead of the Roman bea^ which 
n ifio contrive and dired; the Anticbristian expetdi- 
tioA iailo Palestine* ; This however be in ay: safely 
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$ay, that, the more true piety increases among u^ 
tl^ more likely will it be that England is the great 
maritime power in question : and, on the other 
hand, he m^ no less safely say, without pretending 
to the gift of prophecy , that, if iniquity increase, and 
righteousness decrease, among us, we certainly 
cannot be that naval power^ which the Lord will 
delight to honour by delegating to it the venerable 
office of carrying the Gospel to his ancient people. 
So great a labour of love will require proportion 
nable purity of heart and conversation, andpropor« 
tionable devotedness to the service of God. A 
wicked nation can be expeded to furnish no very 
suitable missionaries: and it might be well, if, in the 
present tremendous crisis, we fully considered, how 
far the buyers and sellers of human flesh are 
calculated to be the swift messengers of the Most 
High, and to turn the multitudes of the unbelieving 
Jews to righteousness'** 

* Since this was written, parliament has given us reason to 
hope, that the diabolical atrocities of the slave-trade will eie 
long cease to provoke the vengeance of heaven against our 
native country. To one who wishes to borrow his politics ' 
from Scripture, that damnable load of blood.guiltiness, with 
which for years we have been encumbeiedj will afford a much 
more serious ground of alarm at the present awful period j than 
either the arms or the arts of the Corsican Tyrant* 

Stockton, May 30, 1806* 
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